
 

 
 
 

Employee commitment and its impact on 

process quality in a manufacturing concern 

 
 
 

Elsabè van Blerk BCom 
12181102 

 
 
 

Mini-dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for 

the degree  

Master of Business Administration  
at the Potchefstroom Business School,  

Potchefstroom Campus of the North-West University 

 

 

 

Supervisor:  Mr J A Jordaan 

November 2012 



 

i 

ABSTRACT 
 

The aim of this study was to evaluate employee commitment to achieve the primary 

objective, which was to evaluate employee commitment towards product and process 

quality. Employees who are engaged in their work and committed to their organisations 

give companies crucial competitive advantages – including higher productivity, better 

quality products and lower employee turnover. 

 

A thorough literature study was conducted by using the views of different authors and 

combining them. The concept of quality was defined by making use of the five quality 

gurus; Deming, Juran, Feigenbaum, Crosby and Ishikawa. The fourteen principles of 

quality, developed by Deming, were presented in Table 2.1. These principles had the 

goal of increased productivity, with less rework, less waste of manpower and material 

resources, resulting in a reduction of costs, to in turn give the organisation greater 

market share and ultimately better competitive position, by improving the overall quality 

of an organisation’s work processes. The concept of employee and organisational 

commitment was defined, and from this study it is evident that employee commitment 

towards the company is positive and therefore should have a positive effect on their 

operating environment. The product process flow for this manufacturing concern were 

discussed to give an overall view of the production processes used in this organisation. 

An empirical study was completed using a questionnaire survey to determine employee 

commitment at a manufacturing concern in Gauteng. The questionnaire used for this 

study was designed to focus on commitment towards internal quality only, to specifically 

evaluate employee perspective towards product quality, as well as the commitment 

towards the organisation. Analysis of the responses showed the questionnaire to be 

reliable and valid. 

 

Respondents indicated that they are committed towards the organisation in general 

across all constructs, but a lack in management trust was a predominant sentiment. The 

quantitative analysis showed that after a factor analysis was done on the two sections of 

the questionnaire, four factors for each section were considered as meaningful. These 

factors were: Affinity, quality awareness, autonomy and corporate image (employee 

commitment - section B) and employee commitment, task performance, job satisfaction 

and contextual performance (company relationship – section C). This indicated strong 

employee commitment towards the organisation. The qualitative results had four areas 
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that all respondents felt needed some attention, and loaded negative towards the 

organisation. These were HR (trust in management, competency, communication and 

company culture), skills development, employee development and BBBEE. Thus, 

drawing conclusions from quantitative results alone could give a company a false sense 

of employee commitment towards the company and therefore overlook the importance 

of the roles that employees play in executing strategic plans. 

 

Conclusions regarding the findings of the research study were presented and 

recommendations for this organisation were made. These recommendations are merely 

a guideline that correlates directly to the empirical analysis made. The research study 

was evaluated against the primary and secondary objectives with the conclusion that 

both were achieved.   

 

Keywords: Employee commitment, organisational commitment, affective commitment, 

continuance commitment, normative commitment, quality, product quality, process 

quality, manufacturing process flow, principles of quality, factor analysis, multiple 

regression. 
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CHAPTER 1  
 

NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

Organisations that want to grow and constantly increase their competitiveness need the 

commitment of their employees. According to Nijhof, De Jong and Beukhof (1998:243), 

employee commitment, together with a competent workforce, seems to be of decisive 

importance for an organisation to be able to compete in quality and go along with 

changes. Increased pressure on global companies to keep up with the changes in 

technology and procedures, and the uniqueness of the different countries is adding to 

the challenge of keeping one step ahead of competitors. Commitment (and 

involvement) has positive effects on among other things, productivity, quality and 

competitiveness, and it was found that committed employees are more satisfied (Nijhof 

et al., 1998:244). 

 

Quality is perhaps the most important and complex component of business strategy – 

companies compete on quality, customers expect exceptional quality, and markets are 

transformed by quality (Golder, Mitra & Moorman, 2012:18). Deming (cited by Knouse, 

Carson, Carson and Heady, 2009:457) taught a lesson that a quality product is 

impossible without quality raw materials and that quality is a key force leading to 

delighted customers, firm profitability and the economic growth of nations. 

 

Inconsistent, high-cost products, coupled with rework and inferior quality products are 

major concerns for any industry, irrespective of its nature (manufacturing or service).  

The perception of the quality of a product or service, from a customer’s perspective, 

may be different from that of the manufacturer and it can differ from customer to 

customer. Since the customer decides whether or not to buy a product or service, it 

seems prudent to understand that quality should be seen from the customer’s point of 

view. According to Sharma (2010:11), attainment of quality for a product with all 

required parameters and in tune with the customer’s point of view heavily depends on 

the quality culture of the organisation, which also differs from company to company, and 

can range from well-developed to basic. With this need in mind, an organisation should 

not only prepare a document that clearly specifies the expectations and requirements of 
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the customer, but also ensure that all of the organisation’s activities are aligned with the 

concept of quality.   

 

According to Cummings and Worley (2009:359), Total Quality Management (TQM) is a 

more comprehensive approach to employee involvement that increases workers’ 

knowledge and skills through extensive training, provides relevant information to 

employees, pushes decision-making power downward in the organisation and ties 

rewards to performance. The human tendency to act in ways that turn out to be counter-

productive, was labelled as the “man” factor (Jones, 2011:24) and could be an 

indication of reduced commitment that in turn could lead to poor product quality.  

 

Jacobs, Chase and Aquilano (2009:23) indicated that there are two characteristics of a 

product or service that define quality namely, design quality and process quality. Design 

quality relates to the set of inherent features the product or service contains. The goal in 

establishing the proper level of design quality is to focus on the requirements of the 

customer. Process quality is critical because it relates directly to the reliability of the 

product or service, with the goal to produce defect-free products or services. Adherence 

to the product and service specifications, that define how the product or service should 

be made, are critical to ensure the reliability of the product or service. To produce 

defect-free products or services, the continuing commitment by everyone in the 

organisation to understand, meet and exceed the needs of its customers, are of the 

utmost importance.   

 

This is where employee commitment towards quality becomes crucial because 

technology and machines do not produce quality products. Without the total 

commitment of all employees to quality, the work organisation will have great difficulties 

in surviving in the business world (Krüger, 2001:155). The level of human interface in 

ensuring adherence to specifications, following procedures and standards as well as a 

personal touch, have a huge impact on whether the organisation is being a world class 

or a mediocre company. For an international manufacturing concern, with a workforce 

complement of about 320 employees, it is crucial that all of its employees working in the 

different manufacturing processes know their role in the company and the impact that 

their commitment has on product quality in general. 
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1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT  
 

An increase in the number of unusable products due to avoidable quality issues, has 

become a matter of serious concern for this manufacturing firm over the past few years. 

The perceived general perception is that product and process quality are the 

responsibility of the company’s Quality Assurance (QA) Department, while in fact the 

entire workforce should be aligned with the company’s quality policy objectives. 

Ishikawa (as cited by Kruger, 2001:154) stated that the responsibility of quality 

assurance rests with the design and manufacturing divisions, and not with the quality 

assurance division only, with specific reference to inspection. Crosby (as cited by 

Kruger, 2001:152) pointed out that quality is the responsibility of every employee in the 

company and that it is not the quality department that should be held responsible for 

resolving problems over which they have no control or immediate access to.   

 

From an operational perspective, the QA department of this company has two functions: 

• The first function concentrates on the numerical or empirical side of QA, which is 

the core role of the QA department and focuses on how quality fits into the entire 

organisation from a product and process perspective. 

• The second function is the awareness and commitment of all employees towards 

product and process quality, and how that influence the different functions in the 

organisation.  
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Function 1: Physical product characteristics (Quality Assurance), as per communication 

with Mr. W. H. van Blerk (2012): 

• Product properties - This is the holistic product experience from the external 

customer’s perspective. This is the commercial side that differentiate a product 

from that of the competitor. 

• Technical specifications - Operating specifications required by customers. 

• Standard Operating Procedures (SOP’s) - These are the processing rules that 

must be followed to ensure that products meet customer’s specifications. These 

procedures are very specific and mandatory and are also called best practices.  

• Technical process operating parameters - All processes have technical 

limitations and are monitored mainly by process computers (PLC’s). These 

parameters are mainly the machine rated capacity. To operate within these 

parameters, product quality consistency is guaranteed. 

• Process standards - When manufacturing a product, each individual process 

must operate within certain processing parameters. These parameters are 

usually obtained by the physical capacity of a process. The process standards 

are set to ensure that the required specifications are met and are within the 

capability of each specific process. 

• Statistical techniques - There are various statistical techniques that are used 

(standard/advanced) for process and product quality evaluation, monitoring, 

improvement and analysis, some are summarised in Table 1: 
 

Table 1.1: Statistical Techniques 
 

Pareto Analysis Regression Analysis 

Scatter Diagrams Box Plots 

Cluster Analysis  Bar Graphs 

Discriminant Analysis Factor Analysis 

Line Graphs Principle Components 

Classification trees Process capability analysis 

Distribution fitting Statistical Process Control 

 

The most used techniques for product/process continuous improvement in this 

manufacturing concern’s QA department are: 
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• Six-Sigma - This is a structured methodology that is used, referred to as DMAIC.  

It was developed by General Electric and is described below (Jacobs et al., 

2009:314): 

 D = Define – Customers and their priorities;  

 M = Measure – Process and its performance; 

 A = Analyze – Causes of defects; 

 I = Improve – Remove causes of defects; 

 C = Control – Maintain quality.  

• Statistical Process Control (SPC) – The application of statistical techniques for 

measuring and analysing the variation in processes. Each process is statistically 

measured (individually) to guarantee that the additive variability of all the 

processes ensures that the final product is consistent within specification and is 

sometimes referred to as “products are within statistical control”. A process 

control chart is a graphical representation of either the process or product, 

showing statistical stability. There are many different charts, each for a specific 

application (Juran, 1988:24.2). 

• Process Capability analysis – Process capability is the measured, inherent 

reproducibility of the product turned out by the process (Juran, 1988:16.14). This 

is a specific technique to measure the capability of the process to produce 

products consistently within specification. The calculated indices show the 

associated risk of the products being produced outside specification. 

 

Function 2: Company ownership of collective responsibility to product and process 

quality and the influence on different organisational functions: 

• Importance of employee commitment - Are all departments formally aligned to 

the QA objectives of the company? Each employee, irrespective of where he/she 

slots into the organisation should have a concern and understanding of how 

product quality affect his/her daily job. Their commitment towards product and 

process quality is essential. Feigenbaum (as cited by Kruger, 2001:151) argued 

that quality is the responsibility of all employees of an organisation. 

• Factors that influence commitment - An employee’s satisfaction with the job 

he/she is doing, will affect the commitment level of that employee and possibly 

the quality of the product. Job satisfaction is a cognitive and affective appraisal of 

a job viewed as a construct conceptualised in terms of beliefs and feelings 

regarding one’s job (Fassina, Jones and Ugerslev, 2008:164). Research has 
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indicated that employee satisfaction has been positively correlated with 

commitment (Slack, Orife & Anderson, 2010:424). 

• Performance measurement - Individual performance targets which are the basis 

for bonuses and salary increases, must include product quality targets.  

Contextual performance measures the beyond technical performance 

requirements to include outcomes such as quality and quantity of products, and 

work relationships and processes that are essential to individual and 

organisational success (Jung, Yammario & Lee, 2009:593). 

• Company culture – The Competing Values Framework (CVF) provides a practical 

method for managers to understand, measure and change the organisational 

culture (Kreitner & Kinicki, 2008:72). Historical company culture plays a major 

role in the focus of all employees. Because a culture is inherent to every 

company, generally the technically orientated companies lean towards 

quantitative measures and those that are people-orientated lean towards a 

qualitative culture.  The culture of any company dictates how employees see 

their respective roles towards quality. 

 
 

All the above leads to the question: Could employee commitment have a direct 

influence on process and product quality, measured by the number of scrap products 

produced? 

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

1.3.1 PRIMARY OBJECTIVE 

To evaluate employee commitment towards product and process quality, and ultimately 

the impact on sustainable value creation in a manufacturing concern (Refer to 

Figure 1-1). 

 

1.3.2 SECONDARY OBJECTIVES 

• To identify what has been done in theory and to indicate if there is a relationship 

between employee commitment and quality. 

• To measure commitment levels using a scientific instrument. 

• To determine the relationship between commitment, as the independent variable 

and quality, as the dependant variable by using a quantitative measure: 

 What variables influence employee commitment? 
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 What variables influence product quality? 

 What (if any) is the relationship between employee commitment 

and product and process quality? 

 

Figure 1-1:  A Model of Employee Commitment towards Product and Process 
Quality 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.4 SCOPE OF WORK 
• This study was conducted at a manufacturing concern that employs 

approximately 320 full-time employees - A standard authenticated questionnaire 

for testing commitment was distributed through all levels of the company on a 

statistically valid sample basis;  

• The primary focus of this study was to quantitatively measure the level of 

employee commitment towards quality;   

• The findings and proposals are limited to this company and cannot be inferred to 

any other company even if it operates in a similar environment; 

• Empirical analysis results are indicative to the time frame of the study and should 

be treated as such. The statistical validation of the findings of this study can only 

be tested by a follow-up study.   

 

Process
Quality

Product
Quality

Employee 
Commitment

Dependent VariablesIndependent Variable
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1.5 RESEARCH METHOD  

1.5.1 Phase 1: Literature review 

In the first phase, a literature study has been conducted with the aim to obtain an 

extensive understanding of the different items that influence quality assurance and 

quality awareness, mentioned in the problem statement.   

 

The literature study has been done by using of different sources. These sources include 

journals, research articles, books, computerised databases and the Internet.   

 

The aim of the literature study is to establish if there is a link between employee 

commitment and the quality of the products and processes in the value chain of the 

organisation. 

 

1.5.2 Phase 2: Empirical Study  

In the second phase, an empirical study has been done to gather data to address the 

problem statement and the study objectives. The following aspects had been taken into 

account during the empirical research: 

 
Research Design  
The research design aims to give structure to the study. This study may be classified as 

descriptive. Welman, Kruger, and Mitchell (2005:23) describe descriptive research as 

having two goals:  Firstly, the goal is to explain phenomena such as human behaviour in 

the business and administrative sciences by indicating how the variables are related to 

one another, and in what manner one variable affects another. Secondly, the possibility 

of explaining and predicting human behaviour may enable us to change or control it. 

This study attempted to identify if there is a positive link between quality as the 

dependent variable and employee commitment as the independent variable. The aim for 

this study is only to determine correlations and therefore causal relationships are 

ignored -  a major conceptual limitation of all regression techniques is that you can only 

ascertain relationships, but never be sure about underlying causal mechanisms.  

 
Study Population 
Welman et al. (2005:55) define population as “a group of potential participants to whom 

you want to generalise the results of a study.” A sample is a portion of a population 
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selected for analysis. For the purpose of this study, the population is defined as all 

full-time employees (about 320 people) at the manufacturing concern in South Africa. 

The minimum number of respondents has been based on the statistical sampling 

theory. This has been done to give credibility to any conclusions in chapter 3. 

 
Questionnaire 
Data collection was done for both commitment and process quality by means of an 

existing scientific questionnaire (Olivier, 2010) that has been adjusted to fit into this 

manufacturing organisation. Questionnaires were distributed in hard copy format to shift 

workers when changing shifts to enable them to ask questions while they complete the 

questionnaire. The rest of the questionnaires were distributed via e-mail to employees 

that have e-mail access in order to follow up with reminders for completion deadline. 

 
Statistical Analysis 
A statistical analysis of recorded data was done by the Statistical Consultation Services,  

North-West University, Potchefstroom Campus. 

1.6 LIMITATIONS 

1.6.1 Time frame 

Due to the time frame for the completion of this study, the statistical analysis only 

measures correlations and did not attempt to measure any causal relationship between 

any variables. Therefore a confirmation study will not be possible, but will be part of the 

proposals/recommendations for future exploration. 

1.6.2 Confidentiality 

All information and/or content of this study must be treated as confidential for this 

manufacturing company.  

1.6.3 Impact of study 

The perceived impact of employee commitment on product quality was tested in this 

manufacturing company only and will not be representative of any other company. 



 

10 

1.7 CHAPTER DIVISION 

1.7.1 Chapter 1 – Overview and synopsis of the study 

The discussion in this chapter provides a general introduction, with a problem 

statement, objectives of the research, research methodology, limitations of the study 

and the division of the chapters to follow. 

1.7.2 Chapter 2 – Literature study 

This chapter contains a literature study on specific aspects of employee commitment, 

product and process quality, as well as the production process flow for this 

manufacturing concern. 

1.7.3 Chapter 3 – Empirical study 

This chapter contains the empirical study as well as the statistical analyses with specific 

findings on the possible link between employee commitment and the affect on the value 

chain, with specific reference to quality of the product and process. 

1.7.4 Chapter 4 – Conclusion and recommendations 

In this final chapter, conclusions have been reached and recommendations on how to 

improve employee commitment and thus improve overall product quality, are presented. 

1.8 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

Chapter one has outlined the problem statement with primary and secondary objectives 

clearly defined. In addition to these objectives the method of research and the 

limitations were described. 

 

Chapter two will discuss specific literature on employee commitment and product and 

process quality in a manufacturing concern. 
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CHAPTER 2  
 

LITERATURE STUDY  
 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

In today’s highly competitive business world, with many organisations battling to 

survive, it is extremely important that no resources, technical and human, are left idle in 

the company, since this is a clear indication of organisational effectiveness (Dhammika, 

Ahmad & Sam, 2012:7). The effective utilisation of all resources brings out positive 

employee outcomes (for example job satisfaction, organisational commitment and 

performance), which has a direct implication on organisational effectiveness 

(Rothmann, Scholtz, Rothmann & Fourios, 2002:18). Businesses are growing more 

complex and at warp speed in the 21st century and organisations need each employee 

to be committed to the organisation’s objectives and to work as an effective team 

member (Timmons & Spinelli, 2009:163).  Going to work faithfully everyday and doing a 

job independently is not good enough anymore. Employees have to think like 

entrepreneurs while they work in teams, and have to prove their worth, while they 

expect to be part of a successful organisation, which provides a good income with the 

opportunity for development and secure employment.   

 

Many organisations have responded to competitive pressures by downsizing, 

organisational restructuring and technological advances, allowing previously rigid and 

inflexible organisations to operate flexibly in an increasingly competitive market that 

requires high levels of work effort and employee involvement (Knudsen, Johnson, 

Martin, Roman, 2003:265). These changes can also erode the previous normative 

social contract between employers and employees (Knudsen et al., 2003:279) to create 

a challenge for employers - downsizing results in an altered task structure, with each 

worker responsible for a larger amount of work than before, with the surviving employee 

resisting the increased workload by lessening their commitment to the organisation.  

The core of that challenge is the need for intense work effort and, at the same time, the 

loss of conditions that support the social contract that generates the motivation to 

engage in that effort (Rubin & Brody, 2005:844). The implied social contract was one in 

which good work resulted in relative security, opportunity and other rewards in 
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exchange for effort. The erosion of that contract undermines the reasonable basis of 

intense effort and employee commitment, and thus creates a less secure organisational 

climate, with a growing number of employees feeling that they are victims of broken 

promises (Coetzee, 2005:5.1). Relationships among co-workers are affected since the 

insecurity leads to a reduction in the willingness of employees to assist one another - 

potentially impairing organisational functioning (Knudsen et al., 2003:268). 

 

Manufacturing industries increasingly require considerable cognitive ability, training, and 

discretion on the part of workers and use a “high-commitment strategy” to raise those 

behaviours (Vallas, 2003:220). Rubin and Brody, (2005:846) indicated that instead of 

relying on career ladders to provide opportunities for mobility, workers trade off 

expectations of security for the opportunity to obtain new knowledge, personal growth, 

and continuous employability. At other high-commitment workplaces, where 

employment security is not an employment premium, participatory control systems 

dictate that employees are expected to “go the extra mile” and work above and beyond 

their job even in the absence of employment security (Rubin & Brody, 2005:846). A 

result of these changes is that factory jobs that once required muscle and mindlessness 

now require higher levels of human-capital, cognitive ability and commitment 

(Vallas, 2003:222). 

 

According to Tutuncu and Kucukusta (2007:1083) the extent to which employees are 

committed to what they are responsible for, may directly influence the level of customer 

satisfaction with regard to services and products. Increasingly demanding consumers 

and industrial buyers are basing their purchasing decisions on the quality of products 

and services, and this requires manufacturers to be infinitely more effective and to 

strengthen the way they manage customer relationships (Feigenbaum & Feigenbaum, 

2004:4). 

 

2.2 DEFINING QUALITY 
 

The views of quality in business practice have evolved over the past number of years 

through programs such as Total Quality Management, the Baldrige Awards, and Six 

Sigma, all of which have helped organisations to improve quality, particularly in 

manufactured goods (Golder et al., 2012:1). For many years, quality was regarded as 
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conformance to specifications, but today it is known that quality has many interrelated, 

but not identical, specifications (Arnheiter & Harren, 2006:88).   

 

Reeves and Bednar (1994:420) tried to clarify the definition of quality by tracing their 

history of which a summary follows below: 

 

- Quality as excellence: quality means “investment of the best skill and effort 

possible to produce the finest and most admirable results possible…Quality is 

achieving or reaching for the highest standard as against being satisfied with the 

sloppy or fraudulent…” 

- Quality is value: differentiation in levels of value (both quality and price), were 

important in consumers’ decisions. 

- Quality is conformance to specifications:  quality of design that relates to grade 

and quality of conformance that is concerned with how well the product conforms 

to the design specifications. 

- Quality is meeting and/or exceeding customers’ expectations: quality as the total 

combined product and service characteristics of marketing, engineering, 

manufacturing, and maintenance through which the product and service in use, will 

meet the expectations of the customer.   

 

Current globalisation has resulted in increased economic competition and a growing 

awareness of the value of Total Quality Management (TQM) to success, leading to 

organisations recognising quality as a key strategic factor in achieving business 

success (Krüger, 2001:146). The basic principles of total quality was addressed by five 

main quality gurus: Deming, Juran, Feigenbaum, Crosby and Ishikawa.  

 

1. The work of Deming 
Deming believed that by improving the quality of an organisation’s work processes it will 

result in increased productivity with less rework and less waste of manpower and 

material resources, resulting in a reduction of costs, which in turn will give the 

organisation a greater market share and better competitive position (Krüger, 2001:147).  

To achieve this goal, Deming developed fourteen principles of quality (refer Table 2.1).   
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Table 2.1: The Fourteen Principles of Quality 
 

1. Create a constancy of purpose. 

2. Adopt a new philosophy. 

3. End the practice of purchasing at lowest prices. 

4. Institute leadership. 

5. Eliminate empty slogans. 

6. Eliminate numerical quotas. 

7. Institute on-the-job training. 

8. Drive out fear. 

9. Break down barriers between departments. 

10. Take action to accomplish the transformation. 

11. Improve constantly and forever the process of production and service. 

12. Cease dependence on mass inspection. 

13. Remove barriers to pride in workmanship. 

14. Retrain vigorously. 

 

Source: Cummings and Worley (2009:360) 

 
2. The work of Juran 
Juran was the first to broaden the understanding of quality control, with the emphasis on 

the importance of the management function (Krüger, 2001:150). Since the worker 

orientates himself towards his supervisor and the supervisor in turn to the department 

manager, the visible leadership and personal involvement of top management in 

inspiring quality, is a very important signal for every employee in the organisation. 

 
3. The work of Feigenbaum 
Feigenbaum was the originator of the concept of total quality control and developed his 

approach to TQM, dealing with elements like management of quality, the system for 

total quality, management strategies and quality, engineering technology and quality, 

statistical technology and the application of total quality in the enterprise (Krüger, 

2001:151). Feigenbaum contributed two new aspects to the discussion about quality:  a) 

Quality is the responsibility of everybody in the company – quality is produced not only 

by the production department, but also by any other department.  

b) Costs of non-quality have to be categorised if they are to be managed. 
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4. The work of Crosby 
Crosby has become known for his concept of “zero defects” and “do it right the first 

time” which he expects to be the only standard of performance. Crosby points out that 

quality is the responsibility of every employee in the company, and recommends 

applying his four absolutes for quality management (Krüger, 2001:153):   

1. DIRFT – Do it right the first time. 

2. The system of quality is prevention. 

3. The performance standard is “zero defects”. 

4.  The measurement of quality is the price of non-conformance. 

 

5. The work of Ishikawa 
Ishikawa has become known for his work on four particular aspects on TQM, namely 

quality circles, continuous training, the quality chain and the quality tool “Ishikawa 

diagram” or “Fishbone” diagram. He also stated that top management has to lead by 

example and actively demonstrate that they are serious about quality. Everyone in the 

organisation should be part of improving work processes and the importance of not only 

meeting the requirements of external customers, but also paying attention to internal 

relationships between departments. 

 

According to Sebastianelli and Tamimi (2002:443), alternative definitions of quality have 

evolved from five different approaches: transcendent, product-based, user-based, 

manufacturing-based and value-based:   

 

- The transcendent approach: Quality is synonymous with inherent excellence. The 

assumption is that quality is universally recognisable and related to a comparison 

of features and characteristics of products (Sebastianelli & Tamimi, 2002:443).  

- The product-based approach: This view of quality is based on measureable and 

quantifiable characteristics of the product, rather than on preferences, and enables 

a more objective assessment of quality (Sebastianelli & Tamimi, 2002:444).  

Differences in quality reflect differences in quantity of some product attributes. 

- User-based approach: Quality is the extent to which a product or service meets 

and/or exceeds customers’ expectations. This approach is marketing-based and 

the customer’s perspective become increasingly more important in determining 

quality (Sebastianelli & Tamimi, 2002:444). 
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- Manufacturing-based approach: Quality is conformance to specifications and 

relates to the degree to which a product meets certain design standards and has 

an internal focus. Deviations from design specifications result in inferior quality, 

and consequently increase costs due to scrap, rework or product failure 

(Sebastianelli & Tamimi, 2002:444). 

- Value-based approach: Quality is defined in terms of costs and prices. A quality 

product is one that provides performance at an acceptable price or conformance at 

an acceptable cost and is based on the notion that consumers often consider 

quality in relation to price (Ross, 2009:2; Sebastianelli & Tamimi, 2002:445). 

 

These multiple definitions are needed, not only to capture the complexity of the quality 

construct, but in order for organisations to address quality issues that change as 

products move through various stages of production and into the market (Sebastianelli 

& Tamimi, 2002:442). A Marketing department typically take a user-based or product-

based approach, because for them, higher quality means better performance, enhanced 

features and other improvements that increase cost. For them the customer is the judge 

of quality and marketing view what happens in the manufacturing plant as less 

important. Production employees see quality as conformance to specifications, with the 

emphasis on doing it right the first time. Because high levels of rework and scrap is 

associated with poor quality, manufacturing people usually expect quality improvements 

to result in cost reductions. The characteristics that represent quality should be 

identified through market research (user-based approach to quality) - these 

characteristics must then be translated into identifiable product attributes 

(product-based approach to quality), and the manufacturing process must then be 

organised to ensure that products are made to these specifications 

(manufacturing-based approach to quality). 

 

Since we are looking at quality in a manufacturing concern, this study will focus on the 

manufacturing-based approach since it has its roots in operations and production, with 

quality defined as conformance to specifications. Quality of conformance relates to the 

degree to which a product meets certain design standards. This definition has an 

internal focus and quality is considered an outcome of engineering and manufacturing 

practices and is the basis for statistical quality control (Sebastianelli & Tamimi, 

2002:444). Deviations from design specifications result in inferior quality, and 

subsequently increased costs due to scrap, rework or product failure.   
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Customers within and outside an organisation typically define quality differently. Internal 

organisational customers may value and use quality dimensions that are different from 

the dimensions used by external customers. Reeves and Bednar (1994:440) stated that 

striving for quality in an organisation, department and/or team, may hinder the 

achievement of quality with external customers. Conversely, quality characteristics 

necessary to meet the needs of external customers may inhibit internal quality. The time 

spent on analysing and improving an internal production process may cause delays in 

delivery which a customer may be unwilling to tolerate. The same is true for a 

customer’s demand for a customised order that can dramatically affect the quality of a 

department’s work processes and performance. 

 

While differences in production quality play a fundamental role in a company’s ability to 

compete, the ability of the same company to meet changing market demands by 

designing better products, determines its long-term success (Freiesleben, 2009:1266).  

Only in a stable environment with constant customer expectations are companies 

distinguished solely by their production quality; in a changing market, both production 

quality and design quality are under constant pressure. 

 

2.3 DEFINING EMPLOYEE COMMITMENT 
 

Over many years, commitment has been defined and measured in many different ways.  

To establish what the core essence of commitment is, one has to find commonality 

among the existing conceptualisations. A set of definitions are presented in Table 2.2 

below. 

 

Table 2.2: Definitions of commitment 
In general 

•  “… a force that binds an individual to a course of action that is of relevance to a particular target.” (Meyer & 

Herscovitch, 2001:315); 

• “… the degree to which an employee identifies with the organisation and wants to continue actively 

participating in it.” (Newstrom & Davis, 2002:211); 

• “…the willingness to work hard and give your energy and time to a job or an activity.” (Oxford advanced 

learner’s dictionary of current English, 2006:290); 

• “…the relative strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organisation.” 

(Wang, Indridason & Saunders, 2010:398). 
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What is evident from the above table is that all the definitions of commitment make 

reference to the fact that commitment is a stabilising or obliging force that gives 

direction to behaviour, that is, binds a person to a course of action (Meyer & 

Herscovitch, 2001:301). 

 

Deming (as cited by Tutuncu & Kucukusta, 2007:1086) views employee commitment to 

quality work as central to a successful TQM program and that remaining a member of 

the organisation as crucial to quality. The TQM theory suggests that long-term 

employment contributes to quality in at least two ways: it generates the kind of implied 

knowledge of operations that helps improve effectiveness, and it helps the organisation 

to gain advantage from investments in training (Tutuncu & Kucukusta, 2007:1086).  

Matzler, Fuchs and Schubert (2004:1179) indicated that in TQM literature, it is argued 

that satisfied employees are highly motivated, have good work morale, and work more 

effectively and efficiently, with employees being more committed to continuous 

improvement and to quality. 

 

Some researchers argue that the new economy no longer requires commitment per se, 

since organisational and employment restructuring have created “boundaryless careers” 

and a new professionally, rather than organisationally oriented, employee (Rubin & 

Brody, 2005:845). The proposition of jobs requiring high commitment has increased 

while the factors that traditionally created that commitment have decreased.  

Knowledge, service and high-performance manufacturing workers - the basis of the new 

economy - must increasingly demonstrate behaviours consistent with organisational 

commitment, since these employees often have considerable discretion, customer 

contact and decision-making authority at work (Rubin & Brody, 2005:845). 

 

Employee commitment to their work teams and to the organisation can influence 

turnover, willingness to help co-workers and team performance, making commitment to 

the workplace an important goal of human resource policies and practices. Meyer, 

Becker and Vandenberghe (2004:993) indicated that any factor that contributes to the 

development of commitment does so through its impact on one or more of the mindsets 

that bind an individual to a course of action. Slack, Orife and Anderson (2010:423) 

refers to a comprehensive, integrated model, which proposes that organisational 
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commitment is made up of three components: affective, continuance and normative 

commitment. 

 

The mindset that characterises affective commitment is desire. Individuals with strong 

affective (value, moral) commitment wants to stay with, believes in and identifies with 

the organisation. Affective commitment refers to emotional attachment to the 

organisation’s values on the part of employees (Somers, 2010:443). 

 

Continuance commitment (costs obligation) is characterised by the perception that it 

would be costly to discontinue service. An employee with strong continuance 

commitment, remain with the organisation because they have to do so since the 

personal costs of leaving are too high. The guiding criterion in the development of 

continuance commitment is self-interest, what is best for “me” instead of what is the 

best for the company (Zin, 2004:327). 

 

Normative commitment (moral obligation) is characterised by an employee staying 

with an organisation, because he feels obliged to continue employment. Normative 

commitment differs from affective commitment because it reflects a sense of moral duty 

as opposed to an emotional attachment (Slack et al., 2010:423). 

 

In terms of remaining with an organisation, affective commitment can be thought of as 

wanting to stay, continuance commitment can be thought of as needing to stay and 

normative commitment as ought to stay (Elias, 2009:39). 

 

Figure 2-1 presents a model of organisational commitment that identifies its 

antecedents and consequences. 
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Figure 2-1:  A Model of Organisational Commitment 
 

 
 
Source: Kreitner and Kinicki (2008:167).  

 

Due to commitment’s relationship to important outcomes such as job performance, 

organisational citizenship behaviours, willingness to share knowledge, absenteeism, 

tardiness and turnover, organisational commitment has been the focus of ongoing 

research (Fedor, Caldwell & Herold, 2006:11). Organisational commitment has been 

defined by researchers as the psychological strength of an individual’s attachment to 

the organisation (Slack et al., 2010:422). Organisational commitment is characterised 

by researchers as (a) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organisation’s goals and 

values; (b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organisation; and 

(c) a strong desire to maintain membership (Fedor et al., 2006:12; Bishop, Scott, 

Goldsby & Cropanzano, 2005:157).   

 

Organisational commitment may be viewed as the degree to which an individual adopts 

organisational values and goals and identifies with them in fulfilling their job 

responsibilities (Tanriverdi, 2008:154). It has been submitted that organisational 

commitment and individual commitment comprise overall workplace commitment 

(Slack et al., 2010:422). Organisations want committed employees to build a positive 
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organisation with many researchers believing that employee commitment toward the 

organisation is a basic foundation for success in today’s competitive marketplace (Dirani 

& Kuchinke, 2011:1182). For this reason, it is important to gain the commitment from all 

employees in all their daily activities at the organisation. Below are a few key points on 

gaining commitment from employees. 

 

Table 2.3: Gaining commitment from your employees: some key points 
 
For the individual, it depends on: 

1.  Involvement. 

2.  Choice. 

3.  Meeting positive expectations. 

4.  Feeling supported and valued. 

5.  Need fulfillment. 

6.  Feedback that facilitates improvement. 

7.  Intrinsic satisfactions. 

8.  Challenge and opportunities to grow. 

9.  Being treated fairly. 

10. Affirmation of self-concept. 

In interpersonal relationships, it depends on: 

1. Mutual support, acceptance and reinforcement of 

self. 

2. Openness where needed and appropriate. 

3. Trust and confidence (mutual). 

4.  Compatible styles: 

 a. Similar, or 

 b. Complementary. 

5. Acceptance or appreciation of differences, or both. 

6.  Opportunities to solve problems jointly. 

7.  Willingness to manage conflicts. 

For a group, it depends on: 

1. Norms that support organisational goals. 

2. Cohesiveness around those norms. 

3. Rewards at a group level. 

4. Group being valued by organisation. 

5.  Acceptance of individual differences in abilities, 

preferences, and values. 

6.  Ability to match member resources to any given task.

For the total system, it depends on: 

1.  The parts being aware of the whole. 

2.  Groups being willing to accept each other’s 

legitimacy and importance. 

3.  Willingness of people to interact across group 

boundaries. 

4.  Recognition of the importance of reciprocity. 

5.  Appreciating the importance of diversity with respect 
to: 

a. Ideas, and 

 b. People. 

 
Source: Cohen and Fink (2002:262) 

 

Employees are more motivated to pursue goals that they see as reasonable, obtainable 

and fair (Kreitner & Kinicki, 2008:249). Kreitner and Kinicki also list the following 

techniques for increasing goal commitment: 

 

1. Provide an explanation as to why the organisation is implementing a goal-setting 

program. 
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2. Present the corporate goals, and explain how and why an individual’s personal 

goals support them. 

3. Have employees establish their own goals and action plans. Encourage them to 

set challenging, stretch goals. Goals should be difficult, but not impossible. 

4. Training managers in how to conduct participative goal-setting sessions, and 

train employees in how to develop effective action plans. 

5. Be supportive, and not to use goals to threaten employees. 

6. Set goals that are under the employees’ control, and provide them with the 

necessary resources. 

7. Provide monetary incentives or other rewards for accomplishing goals. 

 

Source: Kreitner & Kinicki (2008:249). 

 

Employee development, behavioural change and organisational performance are all 

issues that can be affected by organisational commitment (Fornes et al., 2008:341). 

 

2.4 MANUFACTURING PROCESS FLOW 

 

In today’s highly competitive business environment, quality has increasingly played a 

key role in manufacturing, specifically to enhance the organisation’s competitive 

standing (Çiflikli & Kahya-Özyirmidokuz, 2012:1181). For improving the availability and 

productivity of the manufacturing system, efficient analysis of quality control data is 

critical, and building quality into the process could be done with collected data that was 

converted into useful knowledge. 

 

This study was done on a subsidiary of an International Manufacturing concern, listed 

on the New York Stock Exchange, based in South Africa. The holding company is the 

single largest producer of their processed products worldwide, and is represented on all 

five continents - either as a manufacturing plant, or a Sales/Head office. The following 

process flow information has been obtained through a personal interview with 

Mr. W. H. van Blerk (2012): 

 

The manufacturing process is based on Best Practices, which were internally developed 

to ensure consistent quality when produced, irrespective of at which plant worldwide. 
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These process practices are the cornerstone for process manufacturing control and 

provide sourcing and manufacturing flexibility. It gives the international concern a global 

competitive advantage in that any of the five manufacturing plants globally can supply 

the same product to any market worldwide.   

 

The produced product must follow five distinct processes, which follow sequentially and 

take approximately 90 days to complete. Due to the extensive processing time, vigorous 

quality control measures are in place, to ensure that any defective products are 

identified and taken out before continuing to the next stage or process. The cost 

implications of identifying a defective product at stage one, is a lot less than putting the 

defective product through all five processes, adding all the processing costs and then 

scrapping it in process five. 

 

A brief description of the five processes is as follows: 

 

1. Mill, Mix & Forming (MMF) 

Premium quality calcined coke is crushed, screened, and hot-blended with pitch in 

controlled proportions. The resulting plastic mass is extruded through a forming 

press and cut into specified lengths before being water-cooled in a temperature- 

controlled bath. 

 

2. Baking 

The formed product is placed in large cans, called saggers, and baked at over 

800°C in specially designed, computer-controlled furnaces. It takes one to two 

weeks to carbonise the pitch, depending on the size of the product being made.  

After cooling, the carbon product is unloaded in a controlled manner. 

 

3. Impregnation 

The baked product is impregnated with a special pitch to give it the higher density, 

mechanical strength, and electrical conductivity needed to withstand the severe 

operating conditions at the relevant customers. 

 

4. Graphitisation 

The impregnated carbon product is processed further in long, electric resistance 

furnaces. Laid end-to-end, or longitudinally, the product is heated to over 3000°C. 
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This ultra-high temperature restructures the carbon to its crystalline form - graphite. 

The product is once again cooled, cleaned, inspected and sampled. 

 

5. Machining 

In Machining, the product’s outer dimension is turned to its finished dimension. The 

two end-faces are also machined to tolerance and given threaded sockets. The 

sockets accept a double-tapered, machine-threaded graphite connecting pin which 

allows customers to join these products together. After machining, the finished 

graphite products are inspected, protectively capped, and palletised. Each product 

prominently displays the International concern’s logo as it is sent around the world. 

 

Throughout the five processes the attention to process quality and the commitment of 

everyone towards producing a world-class product, is a prerequisite to long-term 

survival in this highly competitive environment. Data Mining (DM), which is used to 

improve the performance of manufacturing quality control activities (Çiflikli & 

Kahya-Özyirmidokuz, 2012:1182), is used to improve the quality of products by better 

controlling the manufacturing processes, and by keeping product and production 

parameters in range.   

 

Although the technical process control techniques, whether automatic or manual, are 

prescribed and precisely controlled, the most crucial part of quality/process control lies 

with the people that make it happen. The workplace is changing dramatically and 

demands for the highest quality of products and services are increasing, making 

employee commitment crucial to remain competitive (Simpson, 2010:2). 

 

2.5 CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
 

A system of quality control is helpful to anyone that turns out a product or is engaged in 

service, or in research, and wishes to improve the quality of his work, and at the same 

time to increase his output, all with less labour and at reduced cost. 

 

To determine the effect of employee commitment towards quality cannot be evaluated 

in isolation, therefore the employee commitment towards the enterprise must be taken 

into account to have a balanced evaluation. Affectively committed employees are 

thought to have a strong sense of belonging and identification that increases their 
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involvement in the organisation’s activities, their willingness to seek the organisation’s 

values, and their desire to stay with the organisation (Kim, Lee, Murrmann & George, 

2012:11). 

 

The questionnaire used for this study was designed to focus on commitment towards 

internal quality only, to specifically evaluate employee perspective towards product 

quality, as well as the commitment towards the organisation. External quality was not 

included for this study, because the focus was directed towards the potential effect of 

employee commitment to product and process quality. The affect of external factors on 

quality was considered to be outside the study parameters set for this manufacturing 

concern.  



 

26 

 

CHAPTER 3  
 

EMPIRICAL STUDY  

 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

This chapter details the empirical research study conducted within a South African 

manufacturing company to explore employee commitment and its impact on process 

and product quality in a manufacturing concern. Details regarding the sample, means of 

data collection, and the statistical data analysis are addressed in this chapter.  

Figure 3-1 will form the basis for the regression analysis to follow in this chapter. 

 

Figure 3-1:  A Model of Employee Commitment towards Product and Process 
Quality 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2 THE PROCEDURE AND SCOPE OF THE RESEARCH 

3.2.1 Target population 

The target population is the population to which the researcher ideally would like to 

generalise his or her results (Welman et al., 2005:55) and for the purpose of this study 
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the population consisted of about 320 full-time employees working at a manufacturing 

concern.   

3.2.2 Survey instrument 

When conducting research there are two main approaches to try and understand the 

subject’s point of view. The quantitative approach involves evaluation of objective data 

consisting of numbers, while the qualitative approach involves subjective data 

presented in language that are produced by the minds of respondents or interviewees 

(Welman et al., 2005:8). Quantitative researchers try to understand the facts of a 

research investigation from an outsider’s position, aiming for larger numbers of cases 

with the analysis of results based on statistical significance. Qualitative researchers 

involves small samples of people, and researchers may adapt their data-collecting 

procedures during the study to benefit from data of which they have only become aware 

of during the research process itself (Welman et al., 2005:192). 

 

A quantitative approach was selected to meet the research objectives, with the use of 

an existing questionnaire (Olivier, 2010:99) that was adjusted to include the dependent 

variable quality (refer to Appendix A). To get an in-depth understanding of any 

underlying problems or issues, qualitative research was added in the form of two open-

ended questions at the end of the questionnaire. This was done to obtain unbiased 

(open-minded, candid) responses to what employees perceive as changes that might 

improve commitment or process and product quality in this manufacturing concern.  

Content analysis, a technique for assessing qualitative data, was used to summarise 

respondent comments into a few themes that effectively summarise issues or attitudes 

of a group of respondents into a category. The categories with the most responses 

represent the theme that was most often mentioned (Cummings & Worley, 2009:130) 

(refer to Table 4.1, Chapter four). 

 

The questionnaire consisted of three sections namely Section A – Personal Information 

(Demographics), Section B – Employee Commitment and Section C – Company 

Relationship. A summated attitude scale consists of a collection of statements about the 

attitudinal object, with the subjects then indicating to which degree they agree or 

disagree (Welman et al., 2005:157). A five-point Likert scale was utilised to assess 

employee commitment: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neutral (3), Agree (4) and 

Strongly Agree (5). Company relationship was assessed with a ten-point Likert scale: 



 

28 

Not likely at all to Extremely likely, forcing respondents to make a decision rather than 

staying neutral. 

 

3.2.3 Data collection 

The distribution of questionnaires in hard copy format allowed for a quick response from 

the sample in a short period of time, especially bearing in mind that the majority of 

production employees do not have access to electronic mail, and the education level in 

certain departments hampered their responses. Some questionnaires were distributed 

via e-mail with a reminder sent out three days before the closing of the survey. 

Population members were assured that all responses would be treated as confidential in 

order to obtain objective honest opinions.  

 

A total of 104 responses to the survey were accounted for. Figure 3-2 indicates that the 

production departments, i.e. MMF, BAKE, PIRY, GRAPH, Machining and Maintenance, 

were represented by 66% of the responses obtained, with an overall response rate of 

32.5%. The “other” category included the company’s services departments. 

 

Figure 3-2:  Production Department Response Rate 
 

Survey Response Rate per 
Production Department

Other
34%

PIRY
4%
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15%

MMF
17%

BAKE
9%

MACHINING
13%

MAINTENANCE
8%
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Figure 3-3:  Demographic - Gender 
 

Gender Breakdown

Male
82%

Female
18%

 

The lower response by female respondents (18.3%) in Figure 3-3 is aligned with the 

target population that is by far male majority.  

 

Table 3.1 to Table 3.5 below show the personal information (demographic) of the 

respondents.  

 

Table 3.1: Demographic D2 - Age 
 

 
The respondents are spread almost evenly over the age groups (Table 3.1) of interest 

except those between 61 to 65 years of age, which is low because the retirement age is 

63, but is still aligned with the target population. 

 

D2 Age Frequency Percent 

1 18 - 30 24 23.1% 

2 31 – 40 30 28.8% 

3 41 – 50 18 17.3% 

4 51 - 60 31 29.8% 

5 61 - 65 1 1.0% 

  104 100.0% 
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Table 3.2: Demographic D3 – First Language 
 

 

The majority of respondents have an African language as their first language (Table 3.2) 

which is well aligned with the population consisting mostly of labour intensive level jobs 

in the different production departments. 

 

Figure 3-4  Demographic - Years of Employment 
 

Years of Employment

4.81%

15.38%

19.23%

24.04%

5.77%

30.77%

Less than 1 Year 1 - 2 Years 2 - 5 Years 5 -10 Years 10 -15 Years 15+ Years
 

 

From the above figure, it is clear that the amount of new employees (i.e. less than one 

year of employment) is almost the same as the 10-15 years group, that could mean that 

there was an exodus of employees in the 10-15 years category.   

 

D3 First Language Frequency Percent 

1 Afrikaans 38 36.5% 

2 English 19 18.3% 

3 Other 47 45.2% 

  104 100.0% 
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Table 3.3: Demographic D6 – Position Level  
 

 

The majority of respondents fall in the other category (Table 3.4), since these 

employees work in the services departments and don’t fall into any of the mentioned 

production department categories.  

 

Table 3.4: Demographic D7 – Highest Qualification 
 

 

Lastly, the majority of respondents have a qualification of grade 12 and above, which is 

in line with the company being an international concern with skills levels above the 

average.   

 

It is apparent from the above discussions that the respondents align well with and are 

representative of the target population. 

 

3.3 STATISTICAL DATA ANALYSIS 
 

A statistical analysis of recorded data was done by the Statistical Consultation Services 

at the North-West University, Potchefstroom campus. 

D6 Position Level Frequency Percent 

1 Operator 28 26.9% 

2 Supervisory 13 12.5% 

3 Junior Management 10 9.6% 

4 Middle Management 12 11.5% 

5 Top Management 3 2.9% 

6 Other 38 36.6% 

  104 100.0% 

D7 Highest Qualification Frequency Percent 

1 Below Grade 12 14 13.5% 

2 Grade 12 34 32.7% 

3 Certificate 21 20.2% 

4 Diploma 19 18.3% 

5 Degree 10 9.6% 

6 Post Graduate 6 5.8% 

  104 100.0% 
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3.3.1 Arithmetic mean and standard deviation 

The arithmetic mean (also known as the mean), denoted by X , is the most common 

measure of central tendency and serves as the balance point in a set of data, with all 

the values playing an equal role (Levine, Stephan, Krehbiel & Berenson, 2008:97). The 

mean is a measure of the centre of the distribution and is computed by adding a list of 

scores and then dividing the total by the number of scores (Welman et al., 2005:233).  

Standard deviation, denoted by s, is a commonly used measure of variation that takes 

into account how all the values in the data are distributed and measure the average 

scatter around the mean (Levine et al., 2008:106). A higher standard deviation indicates 

a larger spread of data around the mean.   

 

3.3.2 Reliability and validity 

It is essential to test the reliability and validity of this questionnaire before analysing the 

results obtained. The validity of a questionnaire relies first and foremost on reliability.  

Reliability refers to the degree of consistency of a questionnaire and the extent to which 

the same results are obtained when employing the instrument repeatedly to the same 

group of individuals (Semple, 2011:76). 

 

The reliability of a result pertains to the “representativeness” of the result found in a 

specific sample for the entire population (Hill & Lewicki, 2006:709). It indicates how 

probable it is that a similar result would be found if the data collection procedure was 

replicated with other samples drawn from the same population. According to Tavakol 

and Dennick (2011:54) it is important to evaluate the reliability of data supplied in a 

research study, with alpha, an important concept in the evaluation of questionnaires. 

 

Validity is the degree to which a tool measures what it intended to measure (Jones & 

George, 2009:437). Construct validity was used to measure the validity of the 

questionnaire in this research study. Construct validity assesses the degree to which 

individual items in the questionnaire represent the construct being measured, and that 

they cover the full range of the construct (Trochim, 2006:2). Construct validity can be 

evaluated empirically using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Semple, 2011:77). 
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3.3.3 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient  

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was developed by Lee Cronbach to provide a measure of 

the internal consistency (reliability) of a test or scale and is expressed as a number 

between zero and one (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011:53), describing the extent to which 

items which measure the same construct, i.e. the inter-relatedness of the items, are 

related. The calculation for Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is given in Equation 1. 

 

Equation 1: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient 
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Where: 

 

α = Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

k  = number of items in the analysis 

iS = item standard deviation 

tS = total standard deviation of all items in the construct 

 

Source: Cronbach and Shavelson (2004:396). 

 

Coefficient alpha is easy to interpret, it is objective and does not require subjective 

decisions, it is useful in making revisions to scales and it is useful in assessing the 

potential validity of a scale (Yang & Green, 2011:378).   

 

There are different reports about the acceptable values of alpha, ranging from 0.70 to 

0,95 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011:54). A low alpha could be due to a low number of 

questions, poor inter-relatedness or heterogeneous constructs. If alpha is too high it 

may suggest that some items are redundant as they are testing the same question but a 

different guise. Internal consistency describes the extent to which all the items in a 

study measure the same concept and should be determined before a test can be 

employed for research purposes to ensure validity. A high internal consistency implies a 

high degree of generalisability across the items within the study (Welman et al., 

2005:147). 
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Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated using Statistica 2010 for each of the 

constructs and the results that are given in Table 3.5.  Items used to test the constructs 

range in number from two (Reward Fairness and Internal Consistency) to nine 

(Employee Commitment).  Three constructs yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of less than 

0.7: 

 

o Reward Fairness  2 items  α = 0.614 

o Product Quality  5 items  α = 0.272 

o Internal Consistency 2 items  α = 0.544 

 

A concern is the low alpha of 0.272 for product quality which is one of the measured 

dependent variables to test commitment for this study. A possible reason for this low 

alpha could be that product quality by nature is associated with process quality and the 

respondents are more comfortable with process quality. When product quality and 

process quality are combined, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is 0.772. This may 

indicate that product and process quality should be measured as one construct and not 

be separated. The other two constructs are mediating variables and do not have an 

impact on the objectives of this study. 

 

The majority (53%) of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients calculated were found to be 

greater than 0.8, which indicates a high degree of internal consistency and the 

questionnaire can therefore be regarded as reliable. An overall Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient of 0.9468 for all constructs indicates that the validity of the questionnaire is 

acceptable and the individual questions represent the various constructs being 

measured. 
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Table 3.5: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient Summary 
 

 

Refer to Appendix G for Cronbach’s Alpha data file with calculations. 

3.3.4 Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis is applied as a data reduction or exploratory structure detection method 

(Hill & Lewicki, 2006:617), reducing the number of variables and detecting a structure in 

the relationship between the variables.  

There are two basic approaches to factor analysis, namely Principal Component 

Analysis (PCA) and Common Factor Analysis (Statistics Solutions, 2010:1). PCA was 

used in this study and considers the total variance in the data and is recommended 

when the researcher’s primary concern is to determine the minimum number of factors 

that will account for the maximum variance in the data in use, in the particular 

multivariate analysis (Statistics Solutions, 2010:20). The task of PCA is to identify the 

patterns in the data and to direct the data by highlighting their similarities and 

differences. 

Constructs No. of items Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient (α) 
Section B – Employee Commitment   

Supervisory Support 4 0.894 
Reward Fairness 2 0.614 
Autonomy 3 0.776 
Corporate Image 3 0.837 
Affinity 3 0.853 
Employee Development 6 0.850 
Employee Commitment 9 0.703 
Organisation Learning 5 0.740 
Product Quality 5 0.272 
Process Quality 6 0.852 

Section C – Company Relationship   
Employee Commitment 7 0.834 
Task Performance 3 0.863 
Contextual Performance 3 0.752 
Internal Consistency 2 0.544 
Job Satisfaction 6 0.902 
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The eigenvalues refer to the total variance explained by each factor and are formed into 

vectors, to provide the researcher with information about the patterns in the data. The 

principal component is referred to as the eigenvector, which has the highest eigenvalue.  

Once the eigenvectors are identified from the covariance matrix, the next task is to sort 

the eigenvalues from highest to lowest. Refer to Appendix D for a factor analysis 

summary. 

 

Figure 3-5:  Principal component extraction – Employee Commitment  
 

Eigenvalues (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components

Employee commitment
Eigenvalue % Total

variance
Cumulative
Eigenvalue

Cumulative
%

Affinity
Product Quality
Autonomy
Corporate Image
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

13.92470 30.27108 13.92470 30.27108
3.47885 7.56271 17.40354 37.83379
2.59937 5.65081 20.00292 43.48460
2.28913 4.97636 22.29204 48.46096
1.85371 4.02981 24.14576 52.49077
1.70976 3.71687 25.85552 56.20764
1.60061 3.47959 27.45613 59.68723
1.41993 3.08680 28.87606 62.77403
1.29703 2.81962 30.17308 65.59366
1.24814 2.71335 31.42122 68.30700
1.20053 2.60984 32.62175 70.91684
1.05160 2.28608 33.67334 73.20292

 
Employee commitment had a cumulative 73.20% and was explained by twelve factors. 

For this study, only four factors are considered to be representative, because the 

remainder of the eight factors represent a low individual percentage. (refer to 

Figure 3-5). 

 

Figure 3-6:  Principal component extraction – Company relationship 
 

Eigenvalues (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components

Company Relationship
Eigenvalue % Total

variance
Cumulative
Eigenvalue

Cumulative
%

Employee Commitment
Task Performance
Employee Satisfaction
Contextual Performance

9.400943 44.76640 9.40094 44.76640
2.689979 12.80942 12.09092 57.57582
1.405519 6.69295 13.49644 64.26877
1.230104 5.85764 14.72655 70.12641

For this study it was determined that the explained variance on the model should be at 

least 70% (Cumulative %). Company relationship had a cumulative 70.12% and was 

explained by four factors (refer Figure 3-6). 
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3.3.5 Correlations 

Correlations are used to describe relationships between variables, and it estimates the 

extent to which the changes in one variable are associated with changes in the other 

variable (Welman et al., 2005:234). A correlation coefficient is a number that 

summarises what we can observe from a scatterplot. The coefficient r of -1.00 

represents a perfect inverse relationship – indicating that an increase in one variable is 

associated with a decrease in the other variable, but do not indicate causality. A positive 

correlation reflects a direct relationship – where an increase in the one variable 

corresponds to an increase in the other variable. A coefficient of close to zero indicates 

no relationship (Welman et al., 2005:234). 

 

3.3.6 Multiple Linear Regression 

The general purpose of multiple regression is to quantify the relationship between 

several independent or predictor variables and a dependent or criterion variable (Hill & 

Lewicki, 2006:248).  Refer to Appendix F for a Multiple Regression Analysis summary to 

determine the correlation between employee commitment and product and process 

quality. 

 

3.4 SURVEY FINDINGS 

3.4.1 Factor Analysis results 

A factor analysis was run on the total model separated into section B (Employee 

Commitment) and section C (Company Relationship) respectively. It was further broken 

down into Gender, Years of Employment and Position Level (refer Appendix E). Only 

factor loadings higher than 0.7 were considered significant for this study. Only four 

factors were considered as meaningful for the model because at least 70% of the 

variance could be explained by four factors. 

 

• For employee commitment (section B) the four factors that loaded high, represent:  

o Affinity (30%) 

o Quality awareness (8%) 

o Autonomy (6%) 

o Corporate image (5%) 



 

38 

The factors measuring overall Employee Commitment show a strong positive 

tendency towards the affiliation to the company and general quality awareness, as 

well as to how autonomous respondents perceive they are allowed to operate. From 

these factors we can deduct that the basis for employee commitment is a positive 

relationship with the company. 

 

• For company relationship (section C) the four factors that loaded high, represent:  

o Employee commitment (45%) 

o Task performance (13%) 

o Job satisfaction (7%) 

o Contextual performance (6%) 

The above factors suggest a strong positive personal relationship with the company. 

The respondents also show personal affiliation with the company, the same as 

employee commitment. 

 

• Factors for employee commitment based on Gender, are:  

Male :    

o Employee development (31%) 

o Process quality (8%) 

o Corporate image (6%) 

o Autonomy (5%) 

o Affinity (4%) 

Female: 

o Quality awareness (32%) 

o Employee satisfaction (16%) 

o Managerial fairness (9%) 

o Corporate image (8%) 

o Affinity (7%) 

The factors for both genders are similar in that company affiliation, quality 

awareness, corporate image are positive indicators towards Employee Commitment. 

These factors suggest that employee’s commitment between genders are not 

different but positively similar.  

 

• To measure if Employee Commitment are different amongst Years of Employment, 

the following summary shows the high level factor groupings:  
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o 1-2 years: Quality awareness, employee development, employee 

satisfaction and corporate image.  

o 2-5 years: Employee satisfaction, quality awareness, affinity and 

employee development. 

o 5-10 years: Personal competency, managerial support, corporate image 

and employee development. 

o 10-15 years: Employee commitment, employee development and 

employee satisfaction. 

Irrespective of the years of employment, employee development/satisfaction loaded 

strong as factors for employee commitment which is fundamental because it 

suggests that employee commitment is not dependent on years of employment but 

more on employee development and the overall level of employee satisfaction with 

its working environment, company and knowledge. The remainder of the factors falls 

across in a broad category of company affiliation, which also shows the importance 

of affiliation as a basis to employee commitment.   

 

• Employee commitment was also segmented into Position Level to measure if 

employee commitment is different amongst the different position levels within the 

organisation. The following summary shows the high level factor groupings for 

position level :  

o Operator: Employee commitment, quality awareness, corporate image and 

affinity.  

o Supervisory: Employee commitment, employee development, affinity and 

employee satisfaction. 

o Junior management: Employee commitment, quality awareness, and 

employee satisfaction. 

o Middle management: Employee commitment, employee satisfaction and 

quality awareness. 

o Other (Services): Employee development, quality awareness, corporate 

image and employee satisfaction. 

Factors, like employee commitment, quality awareness and employee satisfaction 

that loaded high across position levels, suggest that irrespective of the position 

within the company, the respondents feel that employee commitment is driven by 

these factors. All other factors are important but trivial for this category.   
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3.4.2 Multiple Regression Analysis results 

Multiple linear regressions were used to compliment factor analysis to attempt to 

evaluate if product and process quality can be predicted by employee commitment. The 

goal of this analysis is to compare if similar factors than factor analysis also have a high 

correlation predicting employee commitment. For this study a R² > 0.6 for all models are 

accepted as sufficient in explained percentage of variation. A summary of correlations 

are illustrated in the Correlation Model for Quantitative Analysis below in Figure 3-7.  

The model shows the different correlations between selected variables to determine if 

product and process quality can be predicted by employee commitment, residual 

variables not associated with employee commitment and segmented employee 

commitment into services and production. 

 

Figure 3-7:  Correlation Model for Quantitative Analysis 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A summarized correlation table was done for the significant variables for each 

correlation model within employee commitment – refer Table 3.6.   

 

Commitment 
Services

Commitment 
Production

Total Model 
All questions

Employee 
Commitment

Product
Quality

Process
Quality

Mediator 
Variable

R² = 0.750

R² = 0.453

R² = 0.575

R² = 0.820

R² = 0.695

R² = 0.799

R² = 0.610 R² = 0.416

R² = 0.568
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Table 3.6: Regression Analysis Summary 
 

 

In Table 3.6, product and process quality could not be sufficiently predicted by total 

commitment. This weak correlation may indicate that commitment in isolation should not 

be used to predict these two dependent constructs. The explained variation of 42% and 

57% respectively is an indication of a weak model. 

 

When commitment is divided into services and production, the explained variation by 

services for product and process quality is 61% and 80% respectively. It seems that 

even if services does not have a direct influence on product and process quality it may 

be considered as a relative good predictor of these two constructs. 

 

For production as a predictor for process and product quality, only 45% and 57% 

explained variation respectively is evident. This is a surprise bearing in mind that the 

perception is that employee commitment from production is an accepted predicted 

remembering that these employees are in the firing line of daily production. A possible 

explanation could be that these employees are de-motivated in the production 

environment and therefore having a low commitment level. 

 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable 

Percentage 
Variation 
Explained 

(R²) 

Represented 
Factors from factor 

analysis 
Acceptance 

(Yes/No) 

Total Model Product Quality 0.750 Quality awareness Yes 

Total Model Process Quality 0.820 Employee 
Satisfaction Yes 

Noise Factors Total Commitment 0.695 Employee growth 
and Development Yes 

Total Commitment Product Quality 0.416 Employee 
commitment No 

Total Commitment Process Quality 0.568 Employee 
commitment No 

Commitment – 
Services Product Quality 0.610 None Yes 

Commitment – 
Services Process Quality 0.799 Employee 

commitment Yes 

Commitment – 
Production Product Quality 0.453 Employee 

commitment No 

Commitment – 
Production Process Quality 0.574 Employee 

commitment No 



 

42 

Mediating factors, defined as constructs that had no effect on process and product 

quality from the total model, were grouped together as independent variables to 

measure the correlation in predicting employee commitment. The explained variation of 

69% shows that Mediating factors may predict employee commitment. It is important to 

also model predictors for employee commitment because knowing how to increase 

employee commitment should have a direct impact on and product and process quality.  

 

For the total model the predictors explained 90% and 86% of the variation for process 

and product quality respectively. 

 

3.4.3 Ranked Means Analysis  

Ranked means for questions is a basic but powerful method to separate the extreme 

values. For this study we choose the upper and lower 10th percentile to represent the 

upper and lower “tails”. Grouping of questions in these “tails”, which are statistically 

independent, could be used to make credible inferences about the associated 

population. 

 

The arithmetic mean and standard deviation calculated for each of the questions in 

section B and section C, is provided in Appendix B. The represented tails for each 

section respectively is: 

• For section B, Employee Commitment: 

o questions QB43, QB46, QB12, QB44, QB18  yielded the highest mean 

values ( X  = 4.00 - 4.13);   

o while questions QB28, QB25, QB32, QB5, QB23 yielded the lowest mean 

values ( X = 3.01 – 3.19).   

• For section C, Company Relationship: 

o questions QC12, QC13  yielded the highest mean values ( X = 8.24);   

o while questions QC7, QC14 yielded the lowest mean values ( X = 5.35 - 

5.65).   

The upper tails of both sections correlates with factors identified during the factor 

analysis, which shows a positive attitude towards the company in terms of employee 

commitment and quality awareness. However, the lower tails correlates with the 

negative personal association with the company, that was very evident when analysing 

the qualitative summary, which is described in more detail in Chapter four. 
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3.5 CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
 

The survey results were analysed using Statistica 2010 as well as SAPPS by Statistical 

Consultation Services of the North-West University.  An analysis of Cronbach’s alpha 

values showed the questionnaire to be reliable. Factor analysis was done by means of 

the Principal Component analysis for Factor Loadings using Varimax rotation of factor 

loadings. 

 

The empirical research conducted had the primary objective to evaluate employee 

commitment towards product and process quality. From a managerial perspective, it is 

of the utmost importance to know to what extent employee commitment does affect 

product and process quality, because investment in employees is as important as 

equipment. As for equipment, management must know the extent before the necessary 

investment will be made into employee capital. A summary of the three statistical 

analyses follows:  

• Factor analysis 

o Constructs were valid and reliable in general because of the high 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, therefore the main factors identified across 

the model can be used for employee commitment drivers. 

o From a factor analysis perspective, irrespective of the breakdown 

groupings, affinity, employee satisfaction, employee development were 

common across all constructs which shows a strong company affiliation, 

personal enhancement and growth as commitment drivers.  

o When employees had a constraint to answer within a certain scale specific 

to a question, all factors indicate a very positive outcome towards the 

company.  

o When the same employees have open ended questions on a qualitative 

scale, it shows a negative attitude and personal association towards the 

company. 

 

• Regression analysis 

o In Table 10, product and process quality could not be sufficiently predicted 

by total commitment. This weak correlation may indicate that commitment 

in isolation should not be used to predict these two dependent constructs.  
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The explained variation of 42% and 57% respectively is an indication of a 

weak model. 

o When commitment is divided into services and production, the explained 

variation by services for product and process quality is 61% and 80% 

respectively. It seems that even if services does not have a direct 

influence on product and process quality it may be considered as a 

relative good predictor of these two constructs. 

o For production as a predictor for process and product quality, only 45% 

and 57% explained variation respectively is evident. This is a surprise 

bearing in mind that the perception is that employee commitment from 

production is an accepted predictor, remembering that these employees 

are in the firing line of daily production. A possible explanation could be 

that these employees are de-motivated in the production environment and 

therefore having a low commitment level. 

o Mediating variables, defined as variables that had no effect on process 

and product quality from the total model, were grouped together as 

independent variables to measure the correlation in predicting employee 

commitment. The explained variation of 69% shows that Mediating factors 

may predict employee commitment. It is important to also model predictors 

for employee commitment because knowing how to increase employee 

commitment should have a direct impact on and product and process 

quality.  

o For the total model the predictors explained 82% and 75% of the variation 

for process and product quality respectively. For this study the predictors 

based on the total model is not applicable, this was only calculated to 

evaluate the overall F-statistic to determine the goodness of fit for the 

model. Both statistics are significant which indicates an accepted model 

for regression. 

 

• Ranked means analysis 

o The questions grouped in the upper tails 10th percentile (high means) of 

employee commitment and company relationship sections, correlates with 

factors identified during the factor analysis, which shows a positive attitude 

towards the company in terms of employee commitment and quality 

awareness. However, the lower tails 10th percentile (low means), 
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correlates with the negative personal association with the company, which 

was evident analysing the qualitative summary. 

o This analysis also confirms that that there is a contradiction between the 

factor analysis and the qualitative analysis findings in that the positive 

association and attitude towards the company, according to the factor 

analysis, is in contrast with the negative attitude and personal association 

towards the company. 
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CHAPTER 4  
 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

There is an interesting paradox unfolding within the modern workplace – while 

organisations are becoming increasingly reliant on a committed workforce to gain 

competitive advantage, many of the changes they introduce in the name of efficiency 

(e.g., downsizing, reengineering, mergers and acquisitions) have the potential to 

undermine that very same commitment (Meyer & Parfyonova, 2010:292).  It is thus 

more important than ever to understand the nature, development and implications of 

employee commitment in the modern workplace. 

 

4.2 SURVEY RESULTS 

4.2.1 Qualitative results 

The qualitative part of this study was conducted using two open-ended questions 

(questions 24 and 25) in Section C, with the responses summarised in Table 4.1.   

 
Table 4.1: Summary of Feedback – Question 24 and 25 
 
If you have the opportunity to make any changes in the company, what would it be and why? 

 

AREA FEEDBACK 

Human Resources 
 
 
 
 

Disciplinary Action 
• Be more strict with people who don't do their work. 
 
Competency 
• To give jobs to people who can do the job. 
• I will put people with relevant qualifications in the correct position, not 

based on their long services.  Experienced and qualified people are 
familiar with changes and technology. 

• Appointing qualified people for the right positions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Job Evaluation 
• Start an earnest evaluation of positions in the company. 
• Get an evaluator as soon as possible - some of us have been working 

for this company for over 35yrs, but is still not being recognised. 
 
Recruitment and Selection 
• I will change selection criteria concerning promotions in a higher 
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AREA FEEDBACK 

 
 
 
 
Human Resources 
(continued) 

position, because there are no equal opportunities when it comes to 
selection. 

• Change employee selection/placement. 
• More women must be hired. 
 
Trust in Management 
• Fire the Financial Manager, General Manager, Site Manager, Human 

Resource Manager (twice if I can) and the Marketing Manager. 
• Replace top management, it is a one way street. 
• Make changes in management because I think there are more than 

enough posts. 
• Change management. 
• No management control at Graph, down to floor level. 
• We are not treated fairly by our management. Favouritism is the ruling 

part in our departments. 
• I would like to see changes in appointment of management with people 

who are qualified & experienced. 
 
Company Culture 
• Improve salary and personnel's attitude. 
• Emphasize the importance of respect and dignity. 
• Practice empathy as a means to gain respect and achieve teamwork & 

collaboration. 
• Change people's negative attitude. 
• To promote responsibility is vital for all to succeed. 
• Remove the rule of fear that is instilled by management - Manager will 

say that you should do this because management wants, not because 
it is good for the business. 

• To change how plant managers treat employees. 
• I would try to change the way senior colleagues behave towards the 

production employees - it is not good at all. 
 
Labour Brokers 
• There must be a change of hiring the labour brokers because it is 

affecting the people a lot. 
 

Production • Push the production to produce quality. 
• Will implement World Class Manufacturing, having project on 

autonomous maintenance where operators bring the machine back to 
its basic condition. By asking yourself why do you clean, why inspect, 
why lubricate and why force deteriorate occurs. 

• Implement Professional Maintenance. 
 

Communication • Management more involved in shop floor communications. 
• Change communication. 
• Improve communication & transparency of major issues. 
• I would like to improve communication in this company. 
• Communicate more with employees before making decisions that affect 

them. 
• Communication between work groups is failing. 
• Stop interference by corporate, increase local say. 
• More communication between the whole management and the artisans 

and operators. 
• I would recommend the way management communicate with the 

employees for the changes that are going to take place. 
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AREA FEEDBACK 

Training /  
Skills Development / 
Share Knowledge 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Training 
• Continuous improvement must be in front. 
• Get my manager to learn and understand the production process and 

equipment. 
• Training & development of how the company runs the business and 

the roles of employer and employees. 
• Train the team coordinators on how to brainstorm with their 

colleagues. 
• Emphasize formal educational training for employees especially those 

without formal qualifications. 
• Training being offered - they must ensure that the training is going in 

the correct routine. 
• More training in general for all employees. 
• Training for high position employees. 
• More learning equipment. 
• Train and test new employees at Graph. Artisans newly appointed 

must have a longer training period. 
• More people need to be trained as optisans, this will benefit both the 

company and the employees. 
• People should learn how to use e-mail.  Only the "to" in an e-mail must 

respond if needed, not the whole "cc group" or anybody that was 
cc'ed. 

• Training and skills development for new employees who are qualified. 
• Make training more available to workers like refresher courses for 

artisans and advance technology. 
 
Skills Development 
• Improve the skills of those making important decisions or replace them 

with someone that can. 
• Skills development to improve the standard of the employees in the 

operating process. 
• Skills development opportunities for employees who are uneducated. 
 
Share Knowledge 
• Let the engineers be more involved in what is going on in the plant, let 

them share their knowledge with the other people. 
• I am pleading that people with experience will start sharing it freely 

with the people who are still training - so we can make this company a 
better one. 

 
Employee Development 
/ Opportunities 

• To see more females in senior positions. 
• I would create more opportunities for young employees, because I feel 

that the company is not doing much about that. 
• Make the chances of growing & further studies equal and not 

discriminate against pre-historic and race issues. 
• I would like for the company to give us exposure on the field that I 

took, so we know our job. 
• Females who are hard workers with related qualifications should be 

recommended for suitable promotions and growth. 
• I would look at equal opportunities for all employees regardless of their 

race or sex.  At this point it is difficult to achieve some things if you are 
of wrong colour. 

 
Cost savings • Provide basic/intermediate electrical training for all operators to avoid 

call-out costs. 
• Implement a quick method of cleaning saggers so that production time 

will no longer be wasted and the cleaners do not ever have stiff tight 
muscles and sore bodies. 
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AREA FEEDBACK 

Health, Safety & 
Environment 
 
 
 
 

• They must improve the safety of working environment of the 
employees. 

• Safety interferes with work. 
• Improve the physical work of some of the plants environment, their 

health is at risk. 
• Improve safety. 
• Physical challenge for women because the environment is 

man-orientated. 
 

BBBEE / EEA • End all Broad Based Black Economic Empowerment (BBBEE) 
activities. 

• Balance the gender equations, as this is no longer a male dominated 
world. 

• I would employ white ladies in the production departments to improve 
gender equality. 

• Increase diversity of employees across all levels. 
• I will make changes from supervisory technician upward to improve in 

equity act. 
• Stress more on gender equity to EEA. 
 

Marketing Price 
• Change decision making on price of product. 
 
Customer Value 
• Every employee, new or old, who never had a plant tour, be taken on 

one in order for them to understand the importance of internal & 
external customer value. 

 
Reward Fairness • Look into the pay grades that are low for 90% of employees who has a 

family to care for. 
• Salaries updated. 
• Salary upgrade for employees. 
• Some employees are under paid and the situation remains as it is and 

this affect the employee's morale. 
• Improve wages. 
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Figure 4-1:  Pareto Chart for Qualitative Responses Grouping 
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From summary Table 4.1, a Pareto chart in Figure 4-1 was constructed to prioritise the 

qualitative groupings in frequency order. The Pareto chart represents the frequency of 

similar responses for each qualitative grouping. From this chart, four groupings make 

80% of the responses. These four groupings are:  

• Human Resources. 

• Skills Development. 

• Employee Development. 

• BBBEE. 

 

• Human Resources 

Very specific issues surfaced concerning human resources, which if not attended 

to, may have detrimental effects for this company in future. A brief discussion 

follows: 

- Competency:  Overall responses indicated that employees are not satisfied 

with the level of competency in company-wide positions. They feel that 

qualified people should be appointed in the correct positions. 
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- Trust in management: The responses indicated a low level of trust in 

management, calling for the replacement of certain key top management 

positions.   

- Company culture: The overall responses indicated that mutual respect, 

negative employee attitudes, rule of fear instilled by management and taking 

responsibility has to be addressed. 

- Communication: There is an outcry by respondents for improved 

communication, not only in general, but more importantly improved 

communication and information sharing, along with chances to participate in 

the decision-making process, to promote employees’ understanding of the 

purposes or expectations of the organisation, limiting their misinterpreting 

current practices. 

 

• BBBE 
It is clear from the respondents that there is not agreement with the gender 

equality in the company, specifically the enhancement of females into senior 

levels as well as increasing numbers within the company across all functions. 

There is also a strong believe that the male dominant work environment is no 

more the prerequisite for doing sound business. Other interesting comments are 

that the management should get rid of the BBBE program and just promote an 

equal for all working environment.  

 

• Training/Skills Development 
Training and skills development for managers and ‘high position employees’ 

seems to be a concern:  

o More training in general is recommended by respondents for all 

employees, like 

 refresher courses; 

 advanced technology updates; 

 using of electronic mail; 

 training on how the company is run with the roles of the employer 

and employees clearly defined; 

 formal education to acquire qualifications to fit job position level;  

 Knowledge-sharing by qualified employees, all levels, is requested 

to assist in-training employees. 
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• Employee Development/Opportunities 

Respondents indicated that they need more opportunities for young employees, 

more females allowed in senior positions and promotion or growth opportunities 

for employees with relevant qualifications and experience. If a company neglect 

to ensure that a pool of well balanced educated young employees exists to be 

the future feedstock for a company, the long-term survival of any company will be 

in jeopardy.  

 

4.2.2 Quantitative results 

For a summary of factors associated to all constructs, refer to Appendix D. Herewith a 

high level overall analysis of the factors that was observed as loading high: 

• Frequency of employee commitment was more evident for position level than any 

other attributes, with a particular high occurrence for junior and middle 

management levels.  

• Quality awareness was not present in the years of employment or services 

attributes. No quality awareness for years of employment, years 5 – 15 is a 

surprise, bearing in mind that this category should be the drivers for quality 

awareness in the company and particular in the production departments. This is 

also a concern in that it suggests that this group is busy with work that has a 

higher priority than quality awareness.  

• No employee commitment factor for the position level category, other indicates 

that services should not be included when finding factors to determine employee 

commitment, because they are not in direct contact with products and process 

technology. 

 

Factor analysis in summary: 

• Factors show a positive focus towards the company. 

• Affinity, employee satisfaction and employee development were common across 

all concerns, which shows a strong company affiliation, personal enhancement 

and growth as commitment drivers.  
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• Constructs were valid and reliable in general and therefore the main factors 

identified across the model can be used for employee commitment drivers. 

 

 

Multiple regressions 

A detailed analysis is reflected in Chapter 3, a high-level summary follows: 

 

• Product and process quality could not be sufficiently predicted by total 

commitment. For this model it seems that commitment in isolation should not be 

used to predict these two dependent constructs.  

• When increasing the granularity of the model by dividing commitment into 

services and production, services as a predictor for product and process quality 

is significant where production is not. It seems that even if services do not have a 

direct influence on product and process quality, it may be considered as a 

relative good predictor of these two constructs. Production not being a significant 

predictor is a surprise, bearing in mind that the perception is that employee 

commitment from production is an accepted predictor, remembering that these 

employees are in the firing line of daily production. A possible explanation could 

be that these employees are de-motivated in the production environment and 

therefore having a low commitment level. 

• Mediating variables, defined as variables that had no effect on process and 

product quality from the total model, were grouped together as independent 

variables to measure the correlation in predicting employee commitment. We 

believed it is also important to model predictors for employee commitment, 

because knowing how to increase employee commitment should have a direct 

impact on and product and process quality even if these variables do not have a 

direct influence.  

• For this study the predictors based on the total model is not applicable, this was 

only calculated to evaluate the overall F-statistic to determine the goodness of fit 

for the model. Both statistics are significant which indicates an accepted model 

for regression. 

 

Ranked means analysis 

• The high means of employee commitment and company relationship sections, 

correlates with factors which show a positive attitude towards the company in 
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terms of employee commitment and quality awareness. However, the low means 

correlates with the negative personal association with the company, which was 

also evident analysing the qualitative summary. 

• This shows that there is a contradiction between the factor analysis and the 

qualitative analysis findings, in that the positive association and attitude towards 

the company according to the factor analysis, are in contrast with the negative 

attitude and personal association towards the company. 

 

4.3 CONCLUSION FROM RESULTS 
 

4.3.1 Qualitative conclusion from results 

Employees’ perceptions that their organisations are/are not supportive are central to the 

commitment process (Knudsen et al., 2003:268). The overall response from the 

respondents indicated that most employees feel that they lack the organisation’s 

support. This support can be in the form of management communicating and explaining 

issues or compulsory changes, making sure that all employees understand the rationale 

for these changes.   

 

It seems that the appointment of managers (without proper qualifications) on the basis 

of their years of service or employment equity status, is a concern and has left 

employees feeling negative, making them question the competency of decision makers, 

and even made them lose their trust in management, even strongly suggesting the 

replacement of key top positions to prove that they see this as incompetence on the part 

of management. 

 

The overall training experience seems to be inadequate for most of the respondents.  

There seems to be a lack in basic training for new employees (this includes newly 

appointed managers) on the production process and equipment, the company policies 

and procedures (induction), basic computer skills training (the use of electronic mail) 

and even training on ‘brainstorming’.   

 

The conclusion reached is that employees know what is expected of them, they know 

the processes and procedures, they need management to support them and give them 

recognition and more autonomy – trusting in the abilities of the workers on the floor in 
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order for them to feel part of the organisation and most of all, part of the solution to any 

problem that might arise. 

 

4.3.2 Quantitative conclusion from results 

Quantitatively, factors identified show that affinity, employee satisfaction and employee 

development were common across all concerns, which shows a strong company 

affiliation, personal enhancement and growth as commitment drivers. For this study, it 

clearly shows that employees want to be part of the company, have a positive attitude 

and see themselves as part of the future of the company. 

 

To predict product and process quality by total commitment as designed in this model, 

do not represent a strong relationship. When dividing total commitment into production 

and services, services show a stronger relationship as a predictor to process and 

product quality than production. It seems that even if services do not have a direct 

influence on product and process quality, it may be considered as a relative good 

predictor of these two constructs, possibly because they are more systems orientated 

and visualising product and process quality from a higher level of business. Production 

not being a significant predictor is a surprise, bearing in mind that the perception is that 

employee commitment from production is an accepted predictor, remembering that 

these employees are in the firing line of daily production. A possible explanation could 

be that these employees are de-motivated in the production environment and therefore 

having a low commitment level. 

 

The ranked means analysis confirms that there is a contradiction between the 

quantitative and qualitative survey results in terms of employee commitment, affinity, 

sense of belonging, employee development, skills development and growth opportunity.  

Factor analysis shows these factors to be positive, while qualitative analysis shows the 

opposite. 

 

Interestingly, the low alpha of 0.272 for product quality, which is one of the measured 

dependent variables to test commitment for this study, also correlates with a weak 

R² = 0.4165 when predicting product quality by total commitment. Both factor analysis 

and regression show that for this model it would be better to combine product quality 

and process quality as one construct.  
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4.3.3 Overall conclusion  

According to Ariani (2012:46), the number one reason why people leave an organisation 

is that they are being treated poorly by their bosses. This is evident in the qualitative 

results on the HR area where the overall feeling was that management does not treat 

employees with respect and dignity, that company culture was lacking and the 

competency level was too low. Compared to the quantitative results on years of 

employment Figure 3-4 (page 30), it is obvious that employees in the 10-15 years 

employment range were far less that the other ranges. This could be due to the fact that 

employees work their way up to a certain level, with the expectation that they will be 

recognised and developed into managerial positions, only to be overlooked and 

mistreated by their managers, forcing them to seek alternative employment at another 

organisation. 

 

There is a clear lack of communication as observed in the responses in Table 3.5.  

Communicating frequently, and using a variety of media, keeps employees informed, 

lowers their anxiety over changes or decisions, and makes it easier for them to focus on 

their work (Cummings & Worley, 2009:336). Prior research indicated that interpersonal 

interactions involving the exchange of information (communication) between co-workers 

and between employees and their supervisors, can have significant effects on the 

employees’ psychological job outcomes, including job satisfaction, organisational 

commitment, and burnout (Madlock, 2008:65). Generally, as employees experience 

more positive communication relationships, they also experience more positive job 

outcomes such as job satisfaction. Employee satisfaction is the gratification or 

prosperity that the employee get from his job or a person’s evaluation of the overall 

quality of his current job (Hsu & Wang, 2008:356). The quantitative conclusion on 

employee satisfaction was that the overall respondent is very satisfied with his job (refer 

to Appendix D), with employee satisfaction ranking in almost all the attributes.   

 

Educating and training all employees provides the information they need on the mission, 

vision, direction and strategy of the organisation as well as the skills they need to 

secure quality improvement and resolve quality problems (Abdullah, Ahmad & Ismail, 

2008:62). The qualitative results indicated that respondents want more training. The 

quantitative data on ‘highest qualification’ (Table 3.4) indicates that 32.7% of employees 
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only have a grade 12 education, correlating with the request for improvement of 

employees’ qualifications. 

 

Herzberg (as cited by Hsu & Wang, 2008:358) argued that for an employee to be truly 

motivated, the employee’s job must be fully enriched, giving the employee the 

opportunity for achievement, recognition, stimulation, responsibility and advancement.  

Most employees prefer to work in environments that provide a challenge, and offer 

opportunities for learning and personal development. Employee development and 

opportunities in the qualitative results (Table 3.5) were identified by respondents as a 

deficiency, while the quantitative results indicated that employees feel that they do get 

developed. This could be due to the fact that they do get opportunities, but that they feel 

more can be done for the good of the company.  

 

4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

A summary of the comments and recommendations offered by respondents to 

question 25 of the questionnaire is summarised in Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2: Summary of comments / recommendations – Question 25 
 

AREA FEEDBACK 

Comments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• So far everything is good at my company. 
• I love working for this company because it is helping me grow. 
• I am happy for skills development because the company developed me - I 

thank the company for that. 
• The company is a good one, unfortunately, I feel stagnated in my job and 

growth is limited due to some law enforcements. 
• Still a good company to work for, however, the emphasis is more on money 

making than people and in fact you should concentrate more on people and 
the rest will come by itself. 

• The instability of the current economic situation is what makes me stay where 
I am. 

• This company is all about looking good, not to be the best. 

Employee Recommendations • Management can really turn things around if they start managing 
"professionally not personally". 

• Do not make decisions that are politically correct. Make decisions that are 
good for the company. 

• Fairness in the company can improve production and morale of employees. 
• Management must start recognising the floor employees as part of the 

company. 
• Company needs to restructure, we need to take charge of the company and 

not be informed what to do. We can do it. We have been doing it for long and 
we made money. 
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Based on the conclusions discussed in the sections above, the following 

recommendations are offered:  

 

a) Human resource management (HRM) practices, as a form of communication 

from the employer to the employee, should be reviewed across the organisation. 

In practice, line managers are often and primarily responsible for implementing 

HR practices, since their discretionary behaviour in applying HRM is considered 

important for improving employee job satisfaction, commitment and extra-role 

behaviours (Gilbert, De Winne & Sels: 2011:1619). If managers conducted 

effective performance appraisals, gave feedback, offered training to improve 

work performance and provided backup in case of staff illness, employees will 

feel that they are supported and be encouraged to execute their job effectively, 

displaying positive attitudes and behaviours, ultimately increasing commitment. 

 

b) HR department should focus on the employer-employee relationship by caring 

for, listening to, empathising with and responding to employees and their 

concerns. By only focusing on strategic issues, HR loses direct contact with 

employees that in turn will cause employees to lose trust and confidence in the 

HR department and possibly in management all together. Improved service 

quality by the HR department is needed - training and motivating managers to 

embrace their HR responsibilities. 

 

c) Move from task-oriented leadership that is focused on improving productivity and 

reducing costs, to relations-oriented leadership building commitment, trust and 

cooperation amongst subordinates. Relations-oriented leadership behaviour 

includes five specific leadership behaviour components (Gilbert et al., 

2011:1622) : 

- Supporting, i.e. acting considerate, providing encouragement and 

support in case of a difficult, stressful task. 

- Developing, i.e. providing opportunities for skills development and helping 

people learn how to improve their skills. 

• If possible, measure less and do more. This will help to run the plant instead 
of being micro-managed. 

• I would create more opportunities for young employees, because I feel that 
the company is not doing much about that. 
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- Recognising, i.e. providing recognition for effective performance, 

significant achievements and performance improvements. 

- Consulting, i.e. conferring with people before making decisions that affect 

them, encouraging participation in decision-making and using the ideas 

and suggestions of the employees. 

- Empowering, i.e. giving employees substantial responsibility and 

discretion in their activities, trusting people to solve problems and make 

decisions without getting prior approval. 

 

d) The benefits of appointing people who are in sync with a company’s culture are 

apparent – good performance, commitment, longevity and loyalty from your 

employees all make for a high-performing business (Weyland, 2011:31). Making 

sure that new appointments have the correct qualifications and necessary 

experience for working in a manufacturing environment, could make their 

learning experience a positive one, encouraging them to be more committed and 

helping them “fit in” more easily. 

 

e) Training opportunities to all employees.   

 

f) Conscious learning can greatly affect finding the best way to improve a 

process. Freiesleben (2009:1267) stated that companies can conduct 

improvements with increasingly more abundant information, leading to earlier 

identification of the best improvement option, as well as to reduced marginal 

improvement costs, if these companies enable learning about the production 

process, about problem identification methods and improvements techniques.  

The employees working with the product every day have more insight into issues 

that needs to be addressed to resolve problems. 

 

g) Change from a ‘blaming culture’ to a ‘learning culture’. Learning from your own 

and others’ positive and negative experiences will cultivate the learning initiative, 

guiding all employees to perform better or avoiding the same mistakes from 

reoccurring. The ability to learn, acquire, foster and integrate relevant knowledge 

in an organisation into its value chain is seen as one of the most important 

competencies for a successful organisation (Ali et al., 2010:70). 
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This study should be used as a guideline and not as an absolute representation of the 

company in terms of employee commitment towards process and product quality. A 

follow-up survey with a revised questionnaire that combines product and process quality 

as well as redefine the variables for commitment, is recommended. It should also 

include specific questions to understand the contradiction of employee commitment 

between the quantitative and qualitative results. 

 

The contradiction between the qualitative and quantitative results is a concern and 

should be studied in more detail to understand the underlying reasons. From a high 

level perspective it seems that generally, employees are committed towards the 

company in general across all constructs, but management style, leadership, lack of 

personal growth and development, functional training and a non-learning environment, 

will undermine employee commitment and as a result cause employees to leave the 

company. 

 

Although great emphasis was placed on quantitatively analysing this survey, one must 

be careful not to treat qualitative analysis as a second tier analysis. The results from this 

study show how these two analyses compliment each other to reach balanced results. 

Therefore, we recommend that both analyses should always be present when designing 

a survey and both should get equal attention when analysing results. 

 

In today’s socially connected era, stimulated, confident, happy employees who feel a 

strong allegiance to their company, will not only provide the performance organisations 

are looking for, but can also be the greatest advocate for the business to their 

customers (Weyland, 2011:31).   
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APPENDIX A : QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

The impact of employee commitment on product and process quality in a 
manufacturing concern 

 
INSTRUCTIONS 
 

This questionnaire has been developed to measure employee commitment to product and process quality.  Please 

read each question carefully and make a cross ⌧     next to the number you want to select or weight you would like 

to allocate to the question.  It should take a maximum of 30 minutes of your time.  There is no right or wrong answer. 

 

Please note that all information in this questionnaire will be treated confidentially and your honest opinions are 

imperative for this study.  The information provided by you will be treated strictly confidential and will only be used 

for this specific research study without disclosure of the company and/or individual’s details. The answering of the 

questionnaire is absolutely voluntary and you may withdraw at any time without any reason or consequence. 

 

Consent by completion. 

 

SECTION A – PERSONAL INFORMATION 
 

1.1 Gender 

a.  Male  
b.  Female  
 

1.2 What is your age? 

a. 18-30  
b. 31-40  
c. 41-50  
d. 51-60  
e. 61-65  
f. Older  
 

1.3 What is your first language? 

a. Afrikaans  
b. English  
c. Other: 

Specify 
 

 

1.4 Years of employment? 

a. Less than 1 year  
b. 1 year up to 2 years  
c. 2 year up to 5 years  
d. 5 year up to 10 years  
e. 10 year up to 15 years  
f. 15 years or more  
 

X
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1.5 Department of work? 

a. MMF  
b. BAKE  
c. PIRY  
d. GRAPH  
e. MACHINING  
f. MAINTENANCE  
g. Other (specify below):  
 

If other, please specify:  ________________________________________________________ 

 

1.6 Position level?  

a. Operator  
b. Supervisory  
c. Junior Management  
d. Middle Management  
e. Top Management  
f. Other (specify below):  
 

If other, please specify:  ________________________________________________________ 

 
1.7 Highest qualification  

a. Below Grade 12  
b. Grade 12  
c. Certificate  
d. Diploma  
e. Degree  
f. Post Graduate  
g. Other (specify below):  
 

If other, please specify:  ________________________________________________________ 

 

 

SECTION B – EMPLOYEE COMMITMENT 
 

Section B will look at some aspects of employee commitment and product / process quality.  Please 

answer the following questions using a 1 to 5 scale, where 1 means that you “Strongly Disagree” and 5 

means that you “Strongly Agree” to the following statements.  You can also select any number in between 

depending on your opinion. 

 

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree 
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Supervisory support 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

1. I can rely on my manager when things 
get tough in my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. My manager is willing to listen to my job-
related problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. It is easy for me to talk to my manager 
when I need help. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I am satisfied with the overall guidance 
and responses of my manager. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Reward fairness 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

5. I am compensated fairly for the work I 
do. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Employees are held accountable for their 
performances with fair performance 
reviews and treatments. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Autonomy 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

7. I can control the scheduling of my work. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I have significant autonomy (“freedom”) 
in determining how I do my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. I have considerable opportunity for 
independence and freedom in how I do 
my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Corporate image 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

10. I am proud to work for this company. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I recognize the value of this company. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I feel very loyal to this company. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Affinity 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

13. When things get tough at work, I can 
always rely on my colleagues to help me 
solve the problem. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. It is easy for me to talk to my colleagues 
when I need help. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. My colleagues are always willing to listen 
to my problem/s. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Employee development 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

16. I am satisfied with the opportunities 
given to me for my promotion or career 
advancement. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. The training programs (internal/external 
training) help me to perform better. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. Learning from daily operations help me 
perform. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. The company provides an adequate 
learning environment to help employees 
grow. 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. The company helps employees grow, as 
well as develop to their full potential. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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  1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

21. When things get tough at work, I can 
always rely on my colleagues to help me 
solve the problem. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Employee commitment 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

22. The know-how is seen as equally or 
more important than other resources 
such as machines or materials. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. Communication in our plant is effective. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Knowledge is shared freely within my 
department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. Language differences have a significant 
impact on the ‘success’ of 
communication within my department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. The communication from senior 
management in my company is valuable. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. I feel that I must not share knowledge to 
secure my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. I feel that in general management acts 
fairly. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. I receive inputs from well-informed 
employees frequently to improve my 
success (effectiveness). 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. I understand the rationale behind most of 
the decisions made in my department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Organisation Learning 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

31. In my department one can make 
mistakes as long as you learn from your 
mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. In my department we all take part in the 
decision-making process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

33. I feel that in the past 12 months I have 
learned a lot. 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. I feel that there are enough learning 
opportunities in my department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. I have learned more from interacting with 
my work colleagues than from theory on 
how to operate our process successfully. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Product Quality 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

36. I can report scrap without fear of punishment. 1 2 3 4 5 

37. I know the product quality specifications in my 
department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

38. Product quality does not concern me.  It is QA’s 
responsibility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

39. We always report non-conforming products. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. Quality expectations are realistic in my 
department. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION C – COMPANY RELATIONSHIP 
 

In this section of the questionnaire we will look at some aspects of your relationship with the company.  Please 

answer the following questions using a 0 to 10 likelihood scale, where 10 means that you are “Extremely likely” to 

do the following and where 0 means that you are “Not likely at all” to do the following.  You can also select any 

number in between depending on your opinion. 

 

 Employee commitment Not likely at all Extremely likely 

1. I would recommend this company to 
others as a good company to work for. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. I am willing to work for this company. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. 

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort 
beyond what is normally expected, in 
order to help this company to be 
successful. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. 
How likely would you be to recommend 
this company to a friend as a company to 
work for? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. 
What is the likelihood that you would 
continue to work for the company, if you 
had a choice? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6. 
What is the likelihood that you would 
choose this company to work for, if you 
had to choose all over again? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. 
It would take a small change in my present 
circumstances to cause me to leave this 
company. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 Task performance Not likely at all Extremely likely 

8. I have a high level of expertise of the 
technology with which I work. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. I am able to meet objectives set by my 
immediate superior. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. I am able to meet my deadlines. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 Contextual performance Not likely at all Extremely likely 

11. I am willing to help others who have heavy 
workloads. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12. I am willing to help others who have work 
related problems. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13. I am willing to go the extra mile to secure 
this company’s future. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
Process Quality 

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 
2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly 

Agree 

41. The Best practices for my department 
are well communicated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. I understand HOW best practices 
influence product quality. 

1 2 3 4 5 

43. Producing within quality processing 
standards is a high priority. 

1 2 3 4 5 

44. I understand the method of doing things 
in my department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

45. I am recognised for my product 
processing knowledge. 

1 2 3 4 5 

46. I always work to continuously improve 
the development in my department. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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 Internal consistency Not likely at all Extremely likely 

14.
In general, I am satisfied with my 
compensation package (pay, bonus, 
incentive compensation plan (ICP)). 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15.
In general, I am satisfied with the benefits, 
including housing subsidy, medical aid, 
provident fund, Stanlib (savings plan). 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 Job satisfaction Not likely at all Extremely likely 
16. I am satisfied with my company. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17. Compared to other companies, I am very 
satisfied with my company. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

18. I am satisfied with my manager. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

19. I am satisfied with my physical work 
environment. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

20. I am satisfied with the quality of the 
equipment I work with. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

21. I am satisfied with the opportunities for 
development. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

22. From this point, how long do you see yourself being with this company? 

a. Less than 1 year  
b. 1 year up to 2 years  
c. 2 year up to 5 years  
d. 5 year up to 10 years  
e. 10 year up to 15 years  
f. 15 years or more  
 

23. The amount of information you receive about the company’s goals, strategies and activities is: 

a. Too much  
b. Just about right  
c. Not enough  
 

24. If you have the opportunity to make any changes in the company, what would it be and why? 

________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 

25. Comments or recommendations: 

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
__________________ 

 
Thank you for your time and effort in answering this questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX B : DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
Descriptive Statistics - Employee Commitment (Section B) 

  
Attribute Statement 

Mean 
Score 

Std.  
Dev. 

QB1 I can rely on my manager when things get tough in my job. 3.47 1.097 

QB2 My manager is willing to listen to my job-related problems. 3.78 1.033 

QB3 It is easy for me to talk to my manager when I need help. 3.64 1.190 

QB4 I am satisfied with the overall guidance and responses of my manager. 3.53 1.106 

QB5 I am compensated fairly for the work I do. 3.18 1.059 

QB6 
Employees are held accountable for their performances with fair performance reviews and 

treatments. 
3.23 1.184 

QB7 I can control the scheduling of my work. 3.63 1.062 

QB8 I have significant autonomy (“freedom”) in determining how I do my job. 3.77 .916 

QB9 I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do my job. 3.77 .906 

QB10 I am proud to work for this company. 3.76 1.110 

QB11 I recognize the value of this company. 3.85 .993 

QB12 I feel very loyal to this company. 4.01 .930 

QB13 
When things get tough at work, I can always rely on my colleagues to help me solve the 

problem. 
3.82 .983 

QB14 It is easy for me to talk to my colleagues when I need help. 3.92 .844 

QB15 My colleagues are always willing to listen to my problem/s. 3.80 .907 

QB16 I am satisfied with the opportunities given to me for my promotion or career advancement. 3.21 1.282 

QB17 The training programs (internal/external training) help me to perform better. 3.47 1.132 

QB18 Learning from daily operations help me perform. 4.00 .813 

QB19 The company provides an adequate learning environment to help employees grow. 3.24 1.084 

QB20 The company helps employees grow, as well as develop to their full potential. 3.22 1.114 

QB21 
When things get tough at work, I can always rely on my colleagues to help me solve the 

problem. 
3.75 .969 

QB22 
The know-how is seen as equally or more important than other resources such as machines 

or materials. 
3.41 .916 

QB23 Communication in our plant is effective. 3.19 1.088 

QB24 Knowledge is shared freely within my department. 3.44 1.049 

QB25 
Language differences have a significant impact on the ‘success’ of communication within my 

department. 
3.02 1.143 
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Descriptive Statistics - Employee Commitment (Section B) 

  
Attribute Statement 

Mean 
Score 

Std.  
Dev. 

QB26 The communication from senior management in my company is valuable. 3.51 1.041 

QB27 I feel that I must not share knowledge to secure my job. (Neg Q) 3.90 1.223 

QB28 I feel that in general management acts fairly. 3.01 .980 

QB29 
I receive inputs from well-informed employees frequently to improve my success 

(effectiveness). 
3.32 .977 

QB30 I understand the rationale behind most of the decisions made in my department. 3.24 .881 

QB31 In my department one can make mistakes as long as you learn from your mistakes. 3.40 1.055 

QB32 In my department we all take part in the decision-making process. 3.15 1.147 

QB33 I feel that in the past 12 months I have learned a lot. 3.92 .886 

QB34 I feel that there are enough learning opportunities in my department. 3.33 1.111 

QB35 
I have learned more from interacting with my work colleagues than from theory on how to 

operate our process successfully. 
3.85 .916 

QB36 I can report scrap without fear of punishment. 3.65 .940 

QB37 I know the product quality specifications in my department. 3.92 .792 

QB38 Product quality does not concern me.  It is QA’s responsibility. (Neg Q) 3.93 1.092 

QB39 We always report non-conforming products. 3.51 .941 

QB40 Quality expectations are realistic in my department. 3.60 1.007 

QB41 The Best practices for my department are well communicated. 3.64 .869 

QB42 I understand HOW best practices influence product quality. 3.88 .804 

QB43 Producing within quality processing standards is a high priority. 4.13 .720 

QB44 I understand the method of doing things in my department. 4.01 .794 

QB45 I am recognised for my product processing knowledge. 3.48 .903 

QB46 I always work to continuously improve the development in my department. 4.10 .704 

 
Legend: 

 

 Highest Mean Score 

  Lowest Mean Score 
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Descriptive Statistics - Company Relationship (Section C) 

 Attribute Statement 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

QC1 I would recommend this company to others as a good company to work for. 6.00 2.633 

QC2 I am willing to work for this company. 7.31 2.269 

QC3 
I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond what is normally expected, in order to help this 

company to be successful. 
7.77 2.390 

QC4 How likely would you be to recommend this company to a friend as a company to work for? 6.53 2.780 

QC5 What is the likelihood that you would continue to work for the company, if you had a choice? 6.75 2.949 

QC6 
What is the likelihood that you would choose this company to work for, if you had to choose all 

over again? 
6.58 2.935 

QC7 It would take a small change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this company. 5.35 2.926 

QC8 I have a high level of expertise of the technology with which I work. 7.16 2.269 

QC9 I am able to meet objectives set by my immediate superior. 7.60 2.097 

QC10 I am able to meet my deadlines. 7.77 1.942 

QC11 I am willing to help others who have heavy workloads. 7.97 1.882 

QC12 I am willing to help others who have work related problems. 8.24 1.704 

QC13 I am willing to go the extra mile to secure this company’s future. 8.24 1.998 

QC14 
In general, I am satisfied with my compensation package (pay, bonus, incentive compensation 

plan (ICP)). 
5.65 2.632 

QC15 
In general, I am satisfied with the benefits, including housing subsidy, medical aid, provident 

fund, Stanlib (savings plan). 
6.60 2.675 

QC16 I am satisfied with my company. 6.63 2.473 

QC17 Compared to other companies, I am very satisfied with my company. 6.63 2.539 

QC18 I am satisfied with my manager. 6.91 2.738 

QC19 I am satisfied with my physical work environment. 6.92 2.522 

QC20 I am satisfied with the quality of the equipment I work with. 6.69 2.662 

QC21 I am satisfied with the opportunities for development. 6.08 2.827 

 
Legend: 

 

 Highest Mean Score 

  Lowest Mean Score 
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Descriptive Statistics - Employee Commitment (Section B)   
  Mean Std. Dev. 
QB43 Producing within quality processing standards is a high priority. 4.13 .720 
QB46 I always work to continuously improve the development in my department. 4.10 .704 
QB12 I feel very loyal to this company. 4.01 .930 
QB44 I understand the method of doing things in my department. 4.01 .794 
QB18 Learning from daily operations help me perform. 4.00 .813 
QB38 Product quality does not concern me.  It is QA’s responsibility. (Neg Q) 3.93 1.092 
QB14 It is easy for me to talk to my colleagues when I need help. 3.92 .844 
QB37 I know the product quality specifications in my department. 3.92 .792 
QB33 I feel that in the past 12 months I have learned a lot. 3.92 .886 
QB27 I feel that I must not share knowledge to secure my job. (Neg Q) 3.90 1.223 
QB42 I understand HOW best practices influence product quality. 3.88 .804 
QB35 I have learned more from interacting with my work colleagues than from theory on how 

to operate our process successfully. 
3.85 .916 

QB11 I recognize the value of this company. 3.85 .993 
QB13 When things get tough at work, I can always rely on my colleagues to help me solve 

the problem. 
3.82 .983 

QB15 My colleagues are always willing to listen to my problem/s. 3.80 .907 
QB2 My manager is willing to listen to my job-related problems. 3.78 1.033 
QB8 I have significant autonomy (“freedom”) in determining how I do my job. 3.77 .916 
QB9 I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do my job. 3.77 .906 
QB10 I am proud to work for this company. 3.76 1.110 
QB21 When things get tough at work, I can always rely on my colleagues to help me solve 

the problem. 
3.75 .969 

QB36 I can report scrap without fear of punishment. 3.65 .940 
QB3 It is easy for me to talk to my manager when I need help. 3.64 1.190 
QB41 The Best practices for my department are well communicated. 3.64 .869 
QB7 I can control the scheduling of my work. 3.63 1.062 
QB40 Quality expectations are realistic in my department. 3.60 1.007 
QB4 I am satisfied with the overall guidance and responses of my manager. 3.53 1.106 
QB39 We always report non-conforming products. 3.51 .941 
QB26 The communication from senior management in my company is valuable. 3.51 1.041 
QB45 I am recognised for my product processing knowledge. 3.48 .903 
QB17 The training programs (internal/external training) help me to perform better. 3.47 1.132 
QB1 I can rely on my manager when things get tough in my job. 3.47 1.097 
QB24 Knowledge is shared freely within my department. 3.44 1.049 
QB22 The know‑ how is seen as equally or more important than other resources such as 

machines or materials. 
3.41 .916 

QB31 In my department one can make mistakes as long as you learn from your mistakes. 3.40 1.055 
QB34 I feel that there are enough learning opportunities in my department. 3.33 1.111 
QB29 I receive inputs from well-informed employees frequently to improve my success 

(effectiveness). 
3.32 .977 

QB19 The company provides an adequate learning environment to help employees grow. 3.24 1.084 
QB30 I understand the rationale behind most of the decisions made in my department. 3.24 .881 
QB6 Employees are held accountable for their performances with fair performance reviews 

and treatments. 
3.23 1.184 

QB20 The company helps employees grow, as well as develop to their full potential. 3.22 1.114 
QB16 I am satisfied with the opportunities given to me for my promotion or career 

advancement. 
3.21 1.282 

QB23 Communication in our plant is effective. 3.19 1.088 
QB5 I am compensated fairly for the work I do. 3.18 1.059 
QB32 In my department we all take part in the decision‑making process. 3.15 1.147 
QB25 Language differences have a significant impact on the ‘success’ of communication 

within my department. 
3.02 1.143 

QB28 I feel that in general management acts fairly. 3.01 .980 
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Descriptive Statistics - Company Relationship  (Section C)   
  Mean Std. Dev. 
QC12 I am willing to help others who have work related problems. 8.24 1.704 
QC13 I am willing to go the extra mile to secure this company’s future. 8.24 1.998 
QC11 I am willing to help others who have heavy workloads. 7.97 1.882 
QC3 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond what is normally expected, in order to 

help this company to be successful. 
7.77 2.390 

QC10 I am able to meet my deadlines. 7.77 1.942 
QC9 I am able to meet objectives set by my immediate superior. 7.60 2.097 
QC2 I am willing to work for this company. 7.31 2.269 
QC8 I have a high level of expertise of the technology with which I work. 7.16 2.269 
QC19 I am satisfied with my physical work environment. 6.92 2.522 
QC18 I am satisfied with my manager. 6.91 2.738 
QC5 What is the likelihood that you would continue to work for the company, if you had a 

choice? 
6.75 2.949 

QC20 I am satisfied with the quality of the equipment I work with. 6.69 2.662 
QC16 I am satisfied with my company. 6.63 2.473 
QC17 Compared to other companies, I am very satisfied with my company. 6.63 2.539 
QC15 In general, I am satisfied with the benefits, including housing subsidy, medical aid, 

provident fund, Stanlib (savings plan). 
6.60 2.675 

QC6 What is the likelihood that you would choose this company to work for, if you had to 
choose all over again? 

6.58 2.935 

QC4 How likely would you be to recommend this company to a friend as a company to 
work for? 

6.53 2.780 

QC21 I am satisfied with the opportunities for development. 6.08 2.827 
QC1 I would recommend this company to others as a good company to work for. 6.00 2.633 
QC14 In general, I am satisfied with my compensation package (pay, bonus, incentive 

compensation plan (ICP)). 
5.65 2.632 

QC7 It would take a small change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this 
company. 

5.35 2.926 
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APPENDIX C : FREQUENCY ANALYSIS 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Male 85 81.7 81.7 81.7
Female 19 18.3 18.3 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
18 - 30 24 23.1 23.1 23.1
31 - 40 30 28.8 28.8 51.9
41 - 50 18 17.3 17.3 69.2
51 - 60 31 29.8 29.8 99.0
61 - 65 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Afrikaans 38 36.5 36.5 36.5
English 19 18.3 18.3 54.8
Other 47 45.2 45.2 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Years Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Less than 1 Year 5 0.0 4.8 4.8
1 - 2 Years 16 0.2 15.4 20.2
2 - 5 Years 20 0.2 19.2 39.4
5 -10 Years 25 0.2 24.0 63.5
10 -15 Years 6 0.1 5.8 69.2
15+ Years 32 0.3 30.8 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
MMF 18 17.3 17.3 17.3
BAKE 9 8.7 8.7 26.0
PIRY 4 3.8 3.8 29.8
GRAPH 16 15.4 15.4 45.2
MACHINING 14 13.5 13.5 58.7
MAINTENANCE 8 7.7 7.7 66.3
Other 35 33.7 33.7 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Valid

Valid

Valid

Yrs_Of_Employment

Department

Language

Gender

Valid

Age
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FREQUENCY ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Operator 28 26.9 26.9 26.9
Supervisory 13 12.5 12.5 39.4
Junior Management 10 9.6 9.6 49.0
Middle Management 12 11.5 11.5 60.6
Top Management 3 2.9 2.9 63.5
Other 38 36.6 36.6 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Below Grade 12 14 13.5 13.5 13.5
Grade 12 34 32.7 32.7 46.2
Certficate 21 20.2 20.2 66.3
Diploma 19 18.3 18.3 84.6
Degree 10 9.6 9.6 94.2
Post Graduate 6 5.8 5.8 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Less than a year 6 5.8 5.8 5.8
1 - 2 years 10 9.6 9.6 15.4
2 - 5 years 17 16.3 16.3 31.7
5 - 10 years 24 23.1 23.1 54.8
10 - 15 years 16 15.4 15.4 70.2
15+ 31 29.8 29.8 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Too much 13 12.5 12.5 12.5
Just about right 63 60.6 60.6 73.1
Not enough 28 26.9 26.9 100.0
Total 104 100.0 100.0

Valid

QC22

Valid

QC23

Valid

Position_Level

Valid

Qualification
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APPENDIX D : FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
 

 

 

Attributes Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 

Employee Commitment (Section B) QB13, QB14, 
QB15, QB21 

QB37, QB38,  
QB42 QB8, QB9 QB10, QB11   

Construct Affinity Product 
Quality Autonomy Corporate 

Image   

Company Relationship (Section C) 
QC1, QC2, 
QC4, QC5, 
QC6, QC17 

QC8, QC9, 
QC10 

QC19, QC20, 
QC21 QC11, QC12 - - 

Construct Employee 
Commitment 

Task 
Performance 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Contextual 
Performance   

Gender: Female QB29, QB42, 
QB43, QB46 

QB3, QB8,  
QB9, B16, 

QB20, QB25, 
QB31 

QB1, QB4, 
QB5, QB6 

QB10, QB11, 
QB18 QB33, QB36 QB13, QB14, 

QB15 

Construct Quality 
Awareness 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Managerial 
Fairness 

Corporate 
Image 

Employee 
Satisfaction Affinity 

Gender: Male QB16, QB17 QB42, QB43 QB10, QB11 QB8, QB9 QB14, QB15 - 

Construct Employee 
Development 

Process 
Quality 

Corporate 
Image Autonomy Affinity  

Year of Employment: 1-2 Years QB37, QB38,  
QB42, QB46 

QB13, QB15,  
QB19, QB20,  

QB32 

QB23, QB34,  
QB36, QB40,  

QB45  

QB2, QB8,  
QB27 

QB10, QB11,  
QB12, QB17 QB7, QB25 

Construct Quality 
Awareness 

Employee 
Development 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Performance 
Acceptance 

Corporate 
Image 

Employee 
Control 

Year of Employment: 2-5 Years 
QB2, QB3,  
QB7, QB10,  

QB11 

QB41, QB42,  
QB45 QB13, QB14 QB29 QB12 QB16, QB17,  

QB19, QB20 

Construct Employee 
Satisfaction 

Process 
Quality Affinity Employee 

Commitment 
Corporate 

Image 
Employee 

Development 

Year of Employment: 5-10 Years 
QB7, QB13, 
QB29, QB37, 

QB42 
QB10, QB35 QB2, QB26 QB8, QB9 QB27, QB38 QB18, QB45 

Construct Personal 
Competency 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Managerial 
Support Autonomy Knowledge 

Sharing 
Employee 

Development 

Year of Employment: 10-15 Years 

QB1, QB4,  
QB6, QB14,  
QB15, QB24,  
QB29, QB38,  

QB42 

QB5, QB7, 
QB13, QB17, 
QB20, QB23, 
QB25, QB27, 
QB36, QB39 

QB10, QB11, 
QB12, QB16, 
QB22, QB34 

QB3, QB8, 
QB30, QB37, 
QB40, QB44 

QB2, QB18, 
QB32, QB35 - 

Construct Employee 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Development  

Position Level: Operator QB28 

QB16, QB17, 
QB19, QB20, 
QB23, QB30, 

QB32 

QB39, QB45 QB8 QB1, QB3, 
QB10 QB13, QB14 

Construct Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Quality 
Awareness Autonomy Corporate 

Image Affinity 

Position Level: Supervisory 
QB3, QB4, 

QB16, QB31, 
QB33, QB40 

QB10, QB12, 
QB22, QB41 

QB5, QB36, 
QB38 QB13, QB14 QB2, QB17 QB23, QB29 

Construct Employee 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Satisfaction Affinity Employee 

Development 
Employee 

Commitment 

Position Level: Junior Management 
QB2, QB8, 

QB15, QB17, 
QB27, QB29 

QB44 
QB9, QB13, 
QB14, QB38, 
QB39, QB43 

QB1, QB5, 
QB6, QB30, 
QB33, QB36, 

QB37 

QB19, QB20, 
QB23, QB24, 

QB25 

QB7, QB10, 
QB11, QB12, 

QB22 

Construct Employee 
Commitment 

Quality 
Awareness 

Employee 
Control 

Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Position Level:  Middle Management 
QB10, QB11, 
QB12, QB13, 
QB15, QB18 

QB1, QB2, 
QB3, QB32, 

QB34 

QB26, QB39, 
QB40 

QB8, QB23, 
QB36 QB6, QB22 QB46 

Construct Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Commitment 

Employee 
Satisfaction 

Quality 
Awareness 

Position Level: Other QB16, QB17, 
QB20 

QB41, QB42, 
QB43, QB46 

QB1, QB3, 
QB4, QB9, 

QB28 
QB40 QB11, QB12 QB14, QB15, 

QB18, QB33 

Construct Employee 
Development 

Quality 
Awareness 

Managerial 
Support 

Quality 
Awareness 

Corporate 
Image 

Employee 
Satisfaction 
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APPENDIX E : FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 

 
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Company Relationship
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Q C1
Q C2
Q C3
Q C4
Q C5
Q C6
Q C7
Q C8
Q C9
Q C10
Q C11
Q C12
Q C13
Q C14
Q C15
Q C16
Q C17
Q C18
Q C19
Q C20
Q C21
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.768704 0.239514 0.223430 0.009675
0.828049 0.328782 0.042387 0.058379
0.688579 0.397682 0.138457 0.246147
0.878522 0.104924 0.223483 0.100231
0.825350 0.035189 0.288477 0.165832
0.858688 0.019205 0.251981 0.064272
-0.275597 -0.058105 -0.266242 0.287959
0.232788 0.843850 0.077049 0.135339
0.125663 0.842863 0.149858 0.206945
0.065579 0.761319 0.033860 0.324299
0.093116 0.291204 0.137741 0.810174
0.220480 0.265257 0.061353 0.808967
0.615861 0.407035 0.167512 0.233400
0.321966 0.097947 0.594285 -0.281589
0.218461 0.507845 0.391357 -0.255286
0.690755 0.002813 0.543567 -0.021426
0.735366 0.107573 0.462263 -0.073958
0.500709 0.030055 0.528214 0.237674
0.410541 0.191854 0.721336 0.059182
0.201637 0.188739 0.829562 0.148977
0.362217 0.019373 0.717114 0.184546
6.288268 3.015342 3.436016 1.986920
0.299441 0.143588 0.163620 0.094615

 



 

83 



 

84 



 

85 

Gender = Male
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.433822 0.220795 0.350616 0.397512 0.033586 -0.022394
0.427548 0.270625 0.506871 0.325414 -0.170208 -0.054380
0.442645 0.353373 0.311143 0.443650 0.094628 0.021739
0.487266 0.015526 0.304123 0.544405 0.253343 0.134582
0.483120 -0.311441 0.145259 0.147294 0.096554 0.052629
0.562868 -0.256364 0.222239 0.095666 0.227178 0.257837
0.037903 0.132806 0.282031 0.698434 -0.044439 0.057291
-0.106496 0.090574 0.176689 0.725725 0.097167 0.045797
0.015296 0.149134 0.137577 0.720796 0.136222 -0.009081
0.140292 0.078068 0.772543 0.240929 0.222028 0.072166
0.133531 0.054384 0.859032 0.120236 0.150268 0.052146
0.246394 0.255406 0.548987 0.100867 0.222091 -0.078583
0.114464 0.092651 0.198394 0.186972 0.687883 -0.051132
0.125913 0.143612 0.194484 0.051142 0.771409 0.130168
0.249439 0.032852 0.051954 0.038342 0.723604 0.083084
0.719423 0.139805 0.148584 -0.045482 0.079053 -0.104060
0.733461 0.168946 0.127426 -0.034889 0.211361 0.004215
0.409451 0.108286 0.139310 0.033363 0.457910 -0.049598
0.693643 0.383460 -0.001987 0.120269 0.301373 0.055072
0.690138 0.322444 0.197823 0.027589 0.161600 0.135740
0.294781 0.056789 0.238397 0.178668 0.188173 0.583859
0.430949 0.427140 -0.089754 0.302449 0.321467 -0.111042
0.258459 0.336037 0.146633 0.358558 0.489986 0.062942
0.237196 0.108059 -0.258567 0.094247 0.130810 0.147192
0.549330 0.167446 0.407540 0.133994 0.106026 -0.063862
0.075759 -0.249160 -0.346675 0.427014 -0.066510 -0.238623
0.402002 -0.331000 0.288949 0.255436 0.402144 -0.008861
0.439673 0.153807 -0.003046 0.472306 0.304571 -0.212005
0.397244 0.205597 0.227195 0.202096 0.205741 -0.416977
0.182250 0.325335 0.189612 0.267982 0.256046 -0.382127
0.405787 0.216448 -0.183178 0.398095 0.371296 -0.371007
0.170575 0.368456 0.120757 0.124145 0.517377 -0.229486
0.437317 0.244582 0.090932 0.198647 0.311930 -0.355082
0.342228 -0.074928 0.347392 -0.044681 0.498860 -0.280937
0.438869 0.501044 0.148004 0.025351 0.094068 0.016609
0.189641 0.698790 -0.027962 0.004382 0.015833 -0.085007
0.015836 -0.648158 -0.242903 0.225279 0.234327 0.225887
0.098072 0.438390 0.041389 0.138989 0.100051 0.540823
0.009807 0.645574 0.144715 0.059246 0.114617 0.376192
0.253348 0.669407 0.091626 0.322610 0.296912 0.108407
0.203902 0.743711 0.078349 0.183776 0.013411 -0.103089
0.129579 0.700922 0.036250 0.235460 0.275525 0.111980
0.202915 0.430510 0.066155 0.433124 0.378830 0.059181
0.332731 0.403909 0.133801 0.022689 0.318690 0.302380
0.150837 0.510842 0.226033 0.266741 0.210187 -0.066395
6.024577 5.673422 3.563456 4.067601 4.351089 1.998985
0.133879 0.126076 0.079188 0.090391 0.096691 0.044422
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Yrs of Employment = 1 - 2 Years
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

-0.220548 -0.324821 0.618903 0.475557 0.235834 0.203188
0.047835 -0.068143 0.239421 0.738144 0.506885 -0.224632
-0.003320 -0.188931 0.631935 0.240934 0.640500 0.090048
-0.024020 0.023705 0.652322 0.433788 0.400678 0.364539
-0.200077 0.231270 0.136522 0.658604 0.462591 0.069402
-0.261131 0.307419 0.435542 0.209910 0.238400 0.634706
0.091059 -0.276137 -0.151302 0.235457 0.109443 0.712352
-0.140143 0.221800 0.053909 0.909088 -0.108414 0.128355
-0.305947 -0.071076 0.500606 0.230184 0.332438 0.158911
-0.161858 0.290300 0.101508 -0.011721 0.890000 0.143732
-0.156717 0.132066 0.108285 0.102940 0.901285 0.025644
0.127175 -0.023585 -0.122280 -0.112033 0.949035 0.119807
-0.113716 0.745054 -0.260564 0.328067 -0.022106 0.199940
-0.112356 0.621210 -0.259647 0.262805 0.165014 0.046210
-0.142939 0.755898 -0.256573 0.275835 -0.076498 -0.171947
-0.379961 0.137176 0.348113 0.030830 0.611715 0.496883
0.052551 0.573652 0.130269 0.211396 0.704858 -0.172255
0.268735 0.207935 0.302738 0.350370 0.465850 0.124600
0.415524 0.805907 0.196056 -0.081251 0.149660 0.043099
0.161503 0.718440 0.327230 -0.017778 0.475789 0.038137
-0.009505 0.185069 -0.488811 0.118951 0.259300 0.515934
-0.077058 0.502281 0.757915 -0.010936 0.102169 0.032928
0.315627 0.562132 0.540003 -0.339109 -0.163791 0.277762
0.159807 0.005791 -0.154806 0.250347 -0.226878 -0.742531
-0.040680 0.014714 0.353811 0.054482 0.563049 0.587416
-0.527476 -0.056247 0.036235 -0.748040 0.028767 -0.086011
-0.202120 0.465102 0.582750 0.118619 0.160620 0.408603
0.328439 0.664814 0.143622 0.081808 0.377522 -0.052073
0.056936 0.502637 0.295958 0.267389 0.636015 0.248806
-0.008916 -0.000394 0.205589 0.482696 0.236922 -0.497782
0.227788 0.795899 0.148215 0.066942 0.153198 -0.124319
0.224104 0.514752 -0.110232 0.103383 0.532214 0.357583
-0.121846 0.137716 0.735420 0.333744 0.032795 -0.236915
0.207940 0.619515 -0.097303 -0.084064 0.199746 0.403246
0.111173 0.007794 0.938152 0.071953 -0.023270 -0.092174
0.896943 0.042600 -0.092210 -0.161048 -0.045148 -0.101382
-0.764790 -0.053207 -0.188112 0.179127 0.258818 0.366815
0.557489 -0.009064 -0.427212 -0.516730 0.084479 0.074452
-0.026077 -0.146106 0.837351 0.062409 0.205504 -0.036641
0.451860 0.687234 0.200513 -0.175716 0.252531 -0.128219
0.873299 0.199589 -0.052483 0.092355 -0.069261 -0.009202
0.670684 0.351743 -0.000035 0.033678 0.050627 0.278316
0.024895 0.561346 -0.223210 0.151786 0.620776 0.410061
-0.019490 0.110781 0.877528 -0.163853 -0.015842 0.114879
0.741921 0.264381 -0.100837 0.265539 0.138821 0.005080
5.216936 7.473670 7.374047 4.589689 7.209309 4.117553
0.115932 0.166082 0.163868 0.101993 0.160207 0.091501
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Yrs of Employment = 2 - 5 Years
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.553355 0.514793 -0.120906 0.074968 -0.220254 0.130919
0.881989 0.194787 -0.020043 0.160418 -0.148649 0.124405
0.771434 0.337179 -0.010119 -0.008098 -0.272639 0.266598
0.683837 0.126151 0.301744 0.285936 -0.213059 0.239366
-0.079888 -0.053947 0.365437 0.503567 -0.021495 0.385102
-0.202661 -0.043019 0.566076 0.177322 0.136184 0.435919
0.860104 0.022813 -0.100702 0.253692 0.121929 0.009383
0.689524 -0.327463 -0.110566 0.315331 0.200650 0.106061
0.467888 0.143751 -0.190738 0.286784 0.220351 0.099922
0.783929 0.012733 -0.025538 -0.172340 0.286417 0.146292
0.823975 0.119494 0.147598 0.161813 0.437661 -0.054101
0.399210 0.153254 0.111799 0.078508 0.713904 -0.197501
-0.032828 -0.092075 0.791907 0.041482 -0.040566 -0.003723
0.036721 0.047608 0.883987 0.009995 0.061260 0.229400
0.168229 0.056060 0.683073 -0.118830 -0.156982 0.465838
0.132821 0.275972 0.265602 0.085345 0.138001 0.793743
-0.024822 0.207956 0.447903 0.109965 0.156211 0.799471
0.039685 0.033563 0.207906 0.491425 -0.025543 0.490295
0.144393 0.294648 0.004638 0.109763 -0.093216 0.850364
0.292366 0.090406 -0.038740 0.009422 -0.183279 0.845099
0.464842 0.060099 0.394775 0.233535 -0.440961 0.206689
0.079493 0.673288 0.164856 0.287021 0.215954 -0.131370
0.541292 0.122749 0.214897 0.533460 -0.364000 0.056028
-0.104476 0.278638 0.388278 -0.148642 -0.576108 -0.354948
0.322501 0.338806 0.320362 0.677382 0.077225 -0.016079
-0.066971 0.023096 -0.119699 0.605146 -0.060552 -0.272955
0.387657 -0.223657 0.351264 0.547528 -0.052058 0.441799
0.408114 0.032419 0.022192 0.807343 0.016566 0.211201
-0.002725 -0.079182 -0.343531 0.682572 0.408309 0.195978
0.449338 0.159801 0.041177 0.206289 -0.101913 0.219508
0.147709 0.033009 -0.129883 0.678634 -0.048861 0.056420
0.190072 0.095564 -0.291371 -0.185813 0.050725 -0.094977
0.222695 0.261215 -0.053241 0.522038 0.166971 0.467095
0.274177 0.239480 0.185723 0.664410 0.170850 0.081823
0.172712 0.686316 0.224513 0.052856 0.423057 0.224708
-0.113284 0.560124 -0.075139 -0.498763 0.362680 0.111738
0.003710 -0.446811 0.546510 0.209607 -0.216340 -0.011562
-0.206765 0.488726 -0.137816 0.209604 0.470748 0.060854
-0.125404 0.577033 -0.038286 -0.563296 0.132172 0.027089
0.247864 0.728769 -0.232517 0.222032 -0.271001 0.213743
0.204511 0.865317 -0.011607 0.157963 -0.141658 0.202142
0.072888 0.664462 -0.099773 0.015551 0.129853 0.276994
0.274947 0.657087 -0.153439 -0.032664 -0.199655 -0.013549
0.032836 0.817305 0.176173 -0.167236 0.057325 0.323281
0.070936 0.489820 -0.022078 0.472308 -0.436103 0.044046
6.865873 6.334008 4.218901 5.916300 3.110007 4.965282
0.152575 0.140756 0.093753 0.131473 0.069111 0.110340
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Yrs of Employment = 5 - 10 Years
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.424720 0.365907 0.411471 0.212115 0.042487 0.266470
0.344875 0.095771 0.803684 0.114396 -0.208392 -0.009865
0.627904 0.257240 0.347903 0.548048 0.067915 0.221180
0.372383 0.347435 0.283443 0.315035 0.259993 0.403778
0.184995 0.563411 0.401656 -0.232523 0.165936 0.214616
-0.002138 0.485729 0.647043 -0.205591 0.056927 -0.021623
0.815704 0.143818 0.245485 0.243920 0.129438 -0.081604
0.096498 0.038494 -0.051495 0.894603 -0.239841 -0.001141
0.027011 0.096153 0.118342 0.820514 0.414385 -0.105561
0.181952 0.806888 0.198325 0.179939 -0.164496 0.257548
-0.017820 0.544336 0.550304 0.171203 -0.370579 0.008107
0.419486 0.103865 0.665209 0.213716 -0.108554 0.203434
0.727548 0.439344 0.188632 -0.079462 0.043155 0.125285
0.253566 0.464418 -0.101894 -0.068630 -0.268510 0.537933
0.332043 0.453853 -0.192973 -0.170602 -0.306572 0.090512
0.246345 0.000907 0.663084 0.163929 0.075926 0.066698
0.324225 0.135424 0.641438 -0.091525 0.021716 0.444776
0.123112 0.324224 0.138719 -0.030904 0.194472 0.717921
0.537263 0.010381 0.358869 0.472502 0.105016 0.433821
0.332342 -0.036511 0.623292 0.335434 -0.265490 0.324394
-0.340565 -0.476172 0.559675 0.219012 -0.048776 0.079420
0.491608 -0.059333 0.221777 -0.001520 0.279867 0.574686
0.403935 0.296508 0.130364 0.407525 0.207747 0.481086
0.401099 0.134978 0.130305 -0.121238 0.014714 0.556840
0.244982 0.012960 0.717391 -0.179825 -0.239374 0.412112
0.069736 -0.243025 -0.165050 0.011530 0.851346 0.214619
-0.163719 0.684190 0.054183 0.251429 0.278151 0.208331
0.727501 0.057159 0.124018 -0.183834 0.159990 0.261332
0.629293 0.154232 0.195861 0.149964 -0.231504 0.480651
0.680618 -0.064703 -0.081184 0.489761 0.264048 -0.031013
0.695490 0.040390 0.013711 -0.013141 -0.040399 0.512672
0.347447 0.395235 0.139202 -0.052503 -0.008089 0.611336
0.669277 0.318580 0.128463 -0.080183 -0.100763 0.356145
0.101583 0.837587 -0.024833 -0.066978 -0.069138 0.121731
0.181281 -0.405492 0.250800 0.497982 -0.012063 0.206176
0.780804 -0.210119 0.159389 0.028643 -0.071427 0.248976
-0.061943 0.163773 -0.305347 0.073307 0.731526 -0.092702
-0.010424 -0.126300 0.115359 0.332604 -0.454595 0.615081
0.032760 -0.281062 -0.010245 0.606125 -0.374953 0.231852
0.575577 0.148544 0.148242 0.236820 -0.265109 0.618755
0.755884 -0.018934 0.352281 0.099338 -0.391860 0.191381
0.496083 -0.012609 0.155039 0.074473 -0.280636 0.531182
0.526524 0.266839 0.119697 0.057779 0.038322 0.540064
0.120567 0.125621 0.173411 0.012278 0.131168 0.848905
0.508377 0.118315 0.169673 0.198148 0.035600 0.499925
8.606304 4.922247 5.405519 4.087411 3.223136 6.504484
0.191251 0.109383 0.120123 0.090831 0.071625 0.144544
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Yrs of Employment = 10 - 15 Years
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.95658 -0.01529 0.019941 0.038452 0.287815
0.28625 0.31327 0.463098 -0.114077 0.769707
-0.04992 0.12052 -0.295805 0.932692 -0.159901
0.92788 -0.14216 -0.154051 0.299679 0.072692
-0.19259 -0.93891 0.230261 -0.168306 -0.002285
-0.93948 0.15817 0.199653 0.196635 0.117612
0.07664 0.91823 -0.328182 0.076488 -0.193437
-0.55863 0.11183 0.173281 0.741645 0.308814
-0.13784 0.61355 0.082078 0.663884 0.396327
-0.09278 0.10196 0.740486 0.209320 0.623587
0.52121 0.26866 0.751072 -0.288685 0.093393
-0.28899 -0.41211 0.754632 -0.393777 0.148732
-0.21344 0.71678 -0.019406 -0.659235 -0.075570
0.84435 0.01558 0.034802 -0.514054 0.146194
0.70610 0.30115 -0.489812 0.157064 -0.382289
-0.18935 0.02154 -0.967408 0.125754 -0.109503
0.27617 0.74348 0.360064 0.331811 0.362239
-0.45177 -0.20146 -0.329007 -0.359854 -0.719431
0.30041 0.32333 0.677169 -0.502925 0.306134
-0.18060 0.88647 0.290513 -0.285607 -0.124828
0.11031 0.07420 0.787590 -0.046983 0.599851
-0.19662 0.93361 0.246463 0.129987 0.109896
0.91648 0.08001 0.377589 0.006954 0.105041
-0.42291 -0.79664 -0.165727 0.038645 0.396935
0.63566 0.63569 0.052603 0.100300 0.423091
-0.26336 0.83729 -0.315211 0.273457 -0.235471
-0.47588 0.57319 0.386493 -0.220000 0.497209
-0.82552 0.56095 0.016167 0.030211 -0.051758
-0.02348 -0.24124 0.588492 0.746243 -0.195067
0.40094 0.51323 -0.114702 0.363475 -0.656182
-0.24793 0.14458 -0.120333 -0.504221 -0.805549
0.21771 -0.62068 0.065445 0.368273 -0.653799
0.34899 0.09280 -0.915687 -0.005342 0.176293
0.02254 0.21675 0.145791 0.328112 -0.907523
-0.21344 0.71678 -0.019406 -0.659235 -0.075570
-0.33243 -0.13618 -0.170711 0.908328 -0.129383
-0.87131 -0.40341 -0.158840 0.083755 0.214089
0.04073 0.94654 -0.038327 -0.296672 0.113662
0.32934 -0.19540 -0.229662 0.893122 -0.054245
0.67821 -0.22042 0.352588 -0.059059 0.603023
0.71445 0.57462 -0.173456 -0.359556 -0.002879
0.46645 0.56925 0.118410 -0.607588 0.274207
0.09215 -0.34042 0.168441 -0.918708 -0.056800
0.67821 -0.22042 0.352588 -0.059059 0.603023
0.54469 0.63913 0.490216 -0.042476 0.229570

10.99899 11.56791 7.214779 8.478411 6.739906
0.24442 0.25706 0.160328 0.188409 0.149776
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Position Level = Operator
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

-0.137019 0.136092 0.038322 0.138720 0.806228 -0.089784
-0.237169 0.358635 0.060791 0.077980 0.698814 0.184501
-0.160113 0.398308 0.018604 0.026364 0.813094 0.134438
0.174607 0.369424 0.294683 0.255762 0.533624 0.284011
0.616951 0.137646 0.102665 0.227031 0.122064 0.217709
0.583843 0.145512 0.291364 -0.024570 0.120558 0.252058
-0.007929 -0.012316 0.036064 0.610317 0.415129 0.188018
-0.005267 -0.003719 0.179220 0.760233 0.066692 -0.062010
0.119507 0.201581 -0.139321 0.445981 0.123086 0.223608
0.230335 -0.187502 0.128707 -0.025463 0.836593 0.125471
0.303062 -0.136023 0.253023 -0.056591 0.697330 0.273054
-0.216351 0.425230 0.116554 0.004526 0.436369 0.498417
0.135539 0.204536 -0.137766 -0.010284 0.191033 0.711694
0.133560 0.110496 0.203648 -0.053011 0.000928 0.810074
0.072871 0.142038 0.307682 -0.357878 -0.367936 0.362050
0.130202 0.718042 -0.090985 0.022536 -0.040852 0.307579
0.167921 0.744431 0.234271 -0.178345 0.047628 0.345546
0.275188 0.372367 0.218061 0.173520 0.079261 0.315134
0.025777 0.889133 0.161561 -0.036787 0.086829 0.062992
-0.024290 0.732704 0.358345 -0.041969 0.266130 -0.030368
0.099800 0.053496 0.378565 0.585613 -0.126953 0.478358
-0.006956 0.702624 -0.076626 0.126889 0.263052 0.429884
0.312227 0.347308 0.598951 0.193010 0.336066 0.194808
-0.417178 0.157342 0.073400 0.200073 0.042440 0.530688
0.108226 0.529924 0.300010 0.028922 0.300801 0.545849
0.505806 0.178381 -0.218823 0.398431 -0.103584 0.114111
0.828755 0.220465 0.159906 -0.027632 0.107391 -0.048281
0.408295 0.692103 -0.067672 0.243337 0.038914 0.301595
0.106609 0.778709 0.055335 0.081051 0.206337 -0.090950
-0.218818 0.270453 -0.138878 0.182951 0.317009 0.492739
-0.012449 0.845239 0.117654 0.141232 -0.196314 0.040079
-0.133322 0.461717 0.229142 0.097051 0.228956 0.097129
0.005740 0.675962 0.006882 -0.176491 0.013508 0.235818
0.527801 0.315728 -0.068652 -0.499122 -0.095433 0.135750
-0.246264 0.409569 0.095855 0.249596 0.161245 0.588281
-0.590029 0.456759 -0.046670 -0.020984 0.300729 0.345527
0.533066 -0.096976 -0.000499 -0.180790 -0.394478 -0.004327
0.069976 0.061890 0.883486 0.187664 0.068629 0.004035
-0.305313 0.112710 0.379840 0.103420 0.435557 0.483165
-0.224275 0.610892 0.460417 -0.183369 0.328844 0.288756
-0.508184 0.462596 0.053002 -0.060035 0.237440 0.488178
-0.268638 0.494420 0.586208 -0.159349 0.162329 0.202678
-0.173139 0.428857 0.435197 -0.047080 0.322840 0.175334
0.176545 0.137666 0.789103 0.009868 0.055972 0.135129
0.060864 0.204162 0.255364 0.089219 0.260180 0.693444
4.217408 8.492146 3.901852 2.713118 5.332638 5.356902
0.093720 0.188714 0.086708 0.060292 0.118503 0.119042
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Position Level = Other ( Administrative)
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.426060 0.155470 0.716510 0.035372 0.045442 0.192438
0.396840 0.159669 0.492312 0.185380 0.491835 -0.130160
0.331406 0.223761 0.781810 -0.150810 0.059173 0.090147
0.296867 0.240370 0.831976 0.131117 0.044723 0.102550
0.567390 -0.074275 0.322998 0.295286 0.189050 0.354765
0.679040 0.030301 0.231901 0.232347 0.202010 0.281052
-0.094738 0.432373 0.537828 0.332121 0.325184 -0.026333
-0.136480 0.055516 0.689885 -0.189907 0.308903 -0.148506
-0.051749 0.053910 0.815898 -0.349278 0.071290 -0.146263
0.229552 0.039256 0.472089 0.180530 0.521538 0.439976
0.360880 0.053642 0.269050 0.012478 0.779569 0.022239
0.035455 0.042063 0.043926 0.022995 0.884975 0.212534
0.387082 0.297140 0.138165 0.375776 -0.039233 0.592522
0.316540 0.206136 -0.022828 0.163985 -0.010349 0.716121
0.292991 0.202435 0.012900 0.083329 -0.022208 0.728559
0.807891 -0.116386 0.219909 -0.183480 0.192362 0.144180
0.757599 0.291189 0.073176 0.178496 0.121739 0.236518
0.225668 0.162527 0.073536 -0.092576 0.038284 0.703544
0.597451 0.296828 0.234878 -0.240947 -0.221821 0.276750
0.810523 0.087957 0.103298 -0.329653 0.076506 0.100135
0.494498 -0.089409 -0.115401 -0.033348 0.316560 -0.273998
0.068878 0.630272 0.404569 -0.224364 -0.045759 0.310575
0.012223 0.620218 0.446905 -0.291013 -0.071617 0.173416
0.108966 0.133629 0.095605 0.385161 -0.563307 0.244375
0.433336 0.237852 0.247243 0.243860 0.543533 0.091213
-0.436479 -0.062669 0.419155 0.335293 -0.413066 -0.080089
0.252213 0.087792 0.743683 0.047445 0.118458 0.320521
0.092935 0.653936 0.358471 0.135662 0.209192 0.179886
0.111941 0.506622 0.458316 0.077422 0.324684 0.160986
-0.112052 0.303277 0.368872 -0.409206 0.186405 0.092431
-0.124362 0.591366 0.491164 0.090486 0.059730 0.278775
-0.003301 0.123306 -0.123289 -0.075957 0.195635 0.722960
0.014380 0.186667 0.446490 -0.222077 0.176691 0.633857
0.110851 0.106893 0.222277 0.010722 0.536306 0.646784
0.260166 0.190847 0.421808 -0.576612 0.066108 0.180415
0.119460 0.646443 -0.132264 -0.054583 -0.116933 0.254662
-0.096949 -0.437579 0.432109 0.338191 -0.145490 0.051618
0.107457 0.495821 -0.228618 -0.212320 0.188824 -0.001522
0.116501 0.036275 0.101769 -0.714975 -0.176858 -0.238522
-0.045447 0.817896 0.169565 -0.143935 -0.086916 0.167799
0.179087 0.805560 0.028495 0.024571 0.116825 0.126358
0.129538 0.833990 0.056047 0.035455 0.110797 -0.019828
0.219672 0.490665 0.362514 0.267591 0.065240 0.361271
0.234731 0.408129 0.281081 -0.425110 -0.211462 0.321819
0.011793 0.772876 0.178211 -0.003851 0.032118 0.073560
5.197583 6.729886 6.965297 2.929124 3.944732 4.920954
0.115502 0.149553 0.154784 0.065092 0.087661 0.109355



 

92 

Position Level = Supervisory
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.613929 0.071487 -0.114862 0.314642 0.622647 -0.069027
0.087136 0.134486 0.093441 0.350529 0.888179 0.102617
0.760261 -0.074177 0.034959 0.109347 0.229000 0.389530
0.743596 0.125647 -0.003046 0.261084 0.372891 0.225077
0.170118 -0.027614 -0.736557 0.065609 0.402823 -0.104583
0.096414 -0.045076 -0.542994 -0.435199 0.146207 0.587496
0.631006 0.242048 -0.005637 0.116432 -0.106933 0.633741
0.599313 0.327890 -0.085965 0.192052 0.140453 0.624319
0.599313 0.327890 -0.085965 0.192052 0.140453 0.624319
-0.131167 0.844782 0.104600 -0.094581 0.213104 0.213824
0.119532 0.629413 0.589403 -0.058763 0.072861 -0.055489
0.009865 0.889004 0.177908 -0.036874 -0.123284 0.186020
-0.082181 -0.173381 -0.021727 0.821168 0.002644 0.471761
0.203055 0.148606 0.102055 0.900608 0.186546 0.011054
0.597156 0.071812 -0.062190 0.386203 -0.420439 0.266607
0.863517 -0.159327 0.183437 -0.058418 0.214358 0.053882
0.215988 0.068323 0.098131 -0.316407 0.773229 0.212312
0.281605 0.252790 0.337316 -0.399532 -0.465273 0.189556
0.265410 0.534744 0.320719 0.335481 0.484059 0.165961
0.316264 0.353714 0.368149 0.032019 0.110503 0.683369
0.088296 0.797683 -0.286519 0.267018 0.037458 0.246333
0.139255 0.185706 0.056710 0.364599 -0.059261 0.781233
0.503611 0.220522 0.002260 0.629600 0.420786 -0.034919
-0.340832 0.097915 -0.636850 -0.330492 -0.449013 -0.294024
-0.056384 0.659907 0.392679 -0.184366 -0.104633 -0.454355
0.139516 -0.124677 0.095739 -0.234621 0.199168 0.340729
-0.307368 0.219698 -0.044541 0.146075 0.372076 0.634587
0.151218 -0.018598 0.024354 0.061812 0.076266 0.899087
0.266816 -0.087311 0.232884 -0.382962 0.595591 -0.079927
0.701767 -0.097294 0.396067 0.338682 0.116372 0.107414
0.262172 -0.355005 0.094710 0.547646 0.042314 0.424141
0.704262 0.315364 0.160645 0.090527 -0.159425 0.090542
0.611771 0.029402 0.391044 0.442470 0.287640 -0.231438
0.436055 -0.114100 0.673809 -0.258325 0.138138 0.134061
0.062192 0.278559 0.854895 0.091974 0.121369 0.172526
0.525354 -0.038037 0.316014 -0.373531 0.329131 0.250645
0.019513 -0.111568 -0.830992 -0.081609 -0.123596 0.395376
0.337263 0.518565 0.246394 0.196684 -0.162845 0.501726
0.787192 0.348045 0.117004 -0.129317 -0.029973 0.100756
0.571998 0.724868 -0.098140 0.262724 0.104554 0.126520
0.323329 0.155690 0.690941 0.199678 0.391862 0.014915
0.294303 0.409515 0.405625 0.590950 0.235809 0.224947
0.424184 0.464462 0.139217 0.660551 0.051817 0.324406
0.200827 0.696381 0.253798 0.176926 0.417792 -0.190381
0.070829 0.159924 0.349285 0.357053 0.647457 0.189789
8.135476 6.193612 5.638188 5.527392 5.044941 6.035514
0.180788 0.137636 0.125293 0.122831 0.112110 0.134123
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Position Level = Junior management
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.357483 0.224020 0.195270 0.793102 0.077740 0.187668
0.770782 0.165600 0.248776 0.033093 0.540878 -0.099042
0.420585 0.426179 0.331820 -0.069526 0.519852 0.382146
0.446302 0.152070 0.363332 0.560885 0.309400 0.432462
0.308145 0.304253 0.056895 0.786356 -0.103385 0.342801
-0.045857 0.308609 0.069685 0.777126 0.440371 0.172737
0.010265 0.274119 0.377366 0.143489 0.050894 0.780376
0.952046 0.180553 0.162556 0.141549 0.025178 -0.036412
-0.096971 -0.045044 0.885350 0.042568 0.005241 0.380293
0.023684 0.010005 0.117882 0.058105 0.288595 0.923643
0.039101 -0.084090 0.078760 -0.039254 -0.058101 0.927755
-0.048344 0.417742 0.270357 0.069123 0.173243 0.743114
0.349793 0.195190 0.813973 -0.042229 0.024356 0.155168
-0.096971 -0.045044 0.885350 0.042568 0.005241 0.380293
0.900346 0.011718 0.321761 0.155038 0.136585 -0.183803
0.239006 0.064733 0.516859 0.388407 0.068841 0.679046
0.722809 -0.197760 0.299970 0.051394 0.496634 0.283428
0.356306 0.062025 0.695099 0.191667 0.433355 0.370180
0.487927 0.023947 0.175686 -0.072740 0.794818 0.266648
0.469737 0.028261 0.063817 0.019415 0.798891 0.344493
-0.354266 -0.111675 -0.262285 -0.065419 0.254277 0.791460
0.007058 -0.382447 -0.424675 0.119793 0.776443 0.140975
-0.016437 0.105917 0.479363 0.196366 0.757978 -0.117467
-0.065700 0.106679 -0.400064 0.043945 0.710256 -0.435057
-0.604804 0.009069 -0.600530 -0.077145 0.288558 0.123189
-0.729750 0.006995 0.211644 0.176057 -0.176608 -0.227442
0.595834 -0.171914 -0.464770 0.512856 0.207963 -0.017092
0.820879 -0.151202 -0.440112 -0.119713 0.038644 -0.030536
0.251572 -0.073875 -0.014248 0.862258 -0.137836 0.180482
0.287973 0.130595 0.625973 0.525092 0.121480 0.364466
0.332354 0.429604 0.151701 -0.288096 0.249255 -0.295671
-0.004840 -0.078906 -0.038458 0.967112 -0.085031 0.055970
0.672713 0.260819 -0.075480 0.168152 0.399806 0.037254
-0.187191 0.588548 -0.154237 0.451836 -0.175661 -0.268933
0.154654 0.317040 -0.244173 -0.816961 -0.060824 0.362529
0.154654 0.317040 -0.244173 -0.816961 -0.060824 0.362529
0.155552 -0.412037 0.780817 0.335197 0.026896 -0.125159
-0.269681 0.439028 -0.799982 -0.086703 -0.019319 -0.000205
0.483161 0.175008 -0.443560 -0.674731 0.013670 0.202675
0.388425 0.425496 -0.210450 -0.010597 0.677467 0.260009
0.113492 0.499008 -0.425124 -0.032621 0.580112 0.444455
0.090448 -0.079254 -0.899378 -0.178111 0.264907 0.262726
0.134240 0.862382 -0.018575 -0.064715 0.133598 0.105455
0.002471 0.354355 -0.412232 -0.341451 0.464554 0.539000
0.113944 0.546245 -0.293661 -0.191171 0.566929 0.334579
7.605754 3.910168 8.577441 7.191057 6.346478 6.931679
0.169017 0.086893 0.190610 0.159801 0.141033 0.154037
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Position Level = Middle management
Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Employee commitment
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Factor

5
Factor

6
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.298890 0.720965 -0.100360 0.472979 -0.057352 0.153851
0.248857 0.705094 -0.124014 0.157490 0.141315 0.165135
0.173551 0.923536 0.226338 -0.205951 0.097664 0.004284
0.352682 0.582780 -0.029270 -0.133668 0.572174 -0.005197
0.032763 0.307443 0.016382 0.258130 -0.430752 -0.695322
0.097321 0.216073 -0.155098 0.148506 0.818233 0.106120
-0.108864 0.542834 -0.557978 0.022828 -0.129759 0.385682
-0.221229 0.309039 -0.104811 -0.712479 -0.329004 0.047449
-0.216865 0.513232 -0.269743 -0.072222 -0.367353 0.318101
0.958206 0.100734 0.144325 -0.000549 0.064480 0.016996
0.790736 -0.238921 -0.229521 0.040515 0.329042 0.090093
0.828314 0.067858 -0.258259 0.144862 0.131892 0.206338
0.889098 0.279188 0.226127 -0.068848 -0.020297 0.018739
0.621407 0.386486 0.367980 -0.391191 0.336717 -0.080237
0.700681 0.614466 -0.000434 -0.200378 0.253563 -0.112697
0.347999 0.532617 0.204105 0.596448 -0.221823 -0.102436
0.568765 0.468385 0.177401 0.008774 0.327848 -0.151795
0.739103 0.544436 -0.009131 0.169752 0.166624 -0.246085
0.388685 0.454426 0.103555 0.299000 0.107701 0.030759
0.437044 0.373856 -0.123578 0.087499 0.657848 -0.273242
0.352164 0.205117 0.273853 0.216078 0.759536 0.161562
-0.113925 0.242343 0.020954 0.921343 0.101300 -0.059722
0.391566 0.572256 0.191786 0.096279 0.498748 -0.059540
0.271238 0.132097 -0.140452 0.386279 0.197420 -0.667758
0.267424 0.333430 -0.775866 0.222302 0.221198 -0.172837
-0.463957 -0.357063 -0.658565 0.073763 -0.307889 -0.163880
0.681803 -0.084655 0.008002 -0.254747 0.602426 -0.123251
0.241952 0.594145 -0.428132 0.312544 0.119959 -0.144091
0.461128 0.453165 0.014711 0.416357 0.148926 0.227393
0.175168 0.475495 -0.278869 0.197436 0.590631 0.021540
0.110474 0.914765 -0.068898 0.150623 0.171718 0.002475
0.458545 0.596654 -0.024674 0.527512 0.099793 0.243695
0.072093 0.843128 -0.281822 0.078329 0.076235 0.010465
0.654938 0.302618 0.044152 0.250555 0.323963 -0.197222
-0.275061 -0.039150 0.158258 0.808093 0.030248 0.019889
-0.222545 -0.044468 0.515842 0.622312 -0.258097 0.441214
0.120968 -0.201241 0.032243 -0.558972 0.542828 -0.310482
-0.104494 0.006944 0.730438 0.365773 0.264014 0.228536
0.224897 0.009314 0.860339 0.296761 -0.081365 0.058299
-0.008681 0.651104 0.187600 0.329104 0.215907 0.509598
-0.658481 -0.058105 0.415074 0.040296 -0.035229 0.580902
0.079886 0.166727 0.526417 0.141804 -0.206396 0.655617
-0.144689 0.535625 0.062372 0.341756 -0.404783 0.553957
0.546764 0.166453 -0.058247 0.659535 0.116277 0.100871
0.212077 0.231208 0.095036 0.210485 0.079791 0.854464
8.734440 9.165330 4.505412 5.767503 5.041839 4.181661
0.194099 0.203674 0.100120 0.128167 0.112041 0.092926
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Factor Loadings (Varimax raw) (MBA Questionnaire)
Extraction: Principal components
(Marked loadings are >.700000)

Company Relationship
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3
Factor

4
Q C1
Q C2
Q C3
Q C4
Q C5
Q C6
Q C7
Q C8
Q C9
Q C10
Q C11
Q C12
Q C13
Q C14
Q C15
Q C16
Q C17
Q C18
Q C19
Q C20
Q C21
Expl.Var
Prp.Totl

0.768704 0.239514 0.223430 0.009675
0.828049 0.328782 0.042387 0.058379
0.688579 0.397682 0.138457 0.246147
0.878522 0.104924 0.223483 0.100231
0.825350 0.035189 0.288477 0.165832
0.858688 0.019205 0.251981 0.064272
-0.275597 -0.058105 -0.266242 0.287959
0.232788 0.843850 0.077049 0.135339
0.125663 0.842863 0.149858 0.206945
0.065579 0.761319 0.033860 0.324299
0.093116 0.291204 0.137741 0.810174
0.220480 0.265257 0.061353 0.808967
0.615861 0.407035 0.167512 0.233400
0.321966 0.097947 0.594285 -0.281589
0.218461 0.507845 0.391357 -0.255286
0.690755 0.002813 0.543567 -0.021426
0.735366 0.107573 0.462263 -0.073958
0.500709 0.030055 0.528214 0.237674
0.410541 0.191854 0.721336 0.059182
0.201637 0.188739 0.829562 0.148977
0.362217 0.019373 0.717114 0.184546
6.288268 3.015342 3.436016 1.986920
0.299441 0.143588 0.163620 0.094615
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APPENDIX F : MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
Regression Summary for Dependent Variable:    Product Quality 
(MBA Questionnaire)
R= .86622133 R²= .75033939 Adjusted R²= .44640473
F(56,46)=2.4688 p<.00100 Std.Error of estimate: .35817

N=103

Beta Std.Err.
of Beta

B Std.Err.
of B

t(46) p-level

Intercept
Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B21
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q C1
Q C2
Q C3
Q C4
Q C5
Q C6
Q C7
Q C8
Q C9
Q C10
Q C11
Q C12
Q C13
Q C14
Q C15
Q C16
Q C17
Q C18
Q C19
Q C20
Q C21

3.248985 0.483872 6.71455 0.000000
0.136115 0.197509 0.059516 0.086360 0.68916 0.494184
-0.579450 0.217692 -0.269460 0.101233 -2.66178 0.010671
0.441190 0.181561 0.177872 0.073199 2.42998 0.019060
0.221770 0.210710 0.096171 0.091375 1.05249 0.298073
-0.157845 0.159437 -0.071606 0.072328 -0.99002 0.327346
0.102755 0.143105 0.041650 0.058005 0.71804 0.476362
-0.228917 0.156759 -0.104129 0.071306 -1.46031 0.151000
0.396193 0.187001 0.207215 0.097804 2.11867 0.039550
-0.192235 0.213461 -0.101726 0.112958 -0.90056 0.372511
-0.111435 0.212116 -0.048087 0.091533 -0.52535 0.601863
0.054024 0.210275 0.026068 0.101464 0.25692 0.798386
0.075351 0.152709 0.038834 0.078701 0.49343 0.624055
0.043659 0.234559 0.021429 0.115125 0.18613 0.853159
0.097653 0.210389 0.055868 0.120366 0.46415 0.644727
-0.275077 0.174645 -0.146527 0.093029 -1.57506 0.122095
-0.043239 0.180173 -0.016156 0.067321 -0.23999 0.811406
0.277893 0.173939 0.117732 0.073690 1.59765 0.116968
0.253826 0.137724 0.150772 0.081808 1.84301 0.071777
-0.155118 0.225244 -0.068577 0.099580 -0.68866 0.494493
0.043045 0.212413 0.018654 0.092049 0.20265 0.840304
0.074656 0.209788 0.037153 0.104403 0.35586 0.723569
0.325776 0.156226 0.171742 0.082359 2.08529 0.042619
0.449700 0.152977 0.200003 0.068036 2.93965 0.005125
-0.121088 0.164450 -0.055791 0.075770 -0.73632 0.465273
-0.144188 0.119617 -0.060592 0.050267 -1.20541 0.234209
-0.058623 0.153537 -0.026493 0.069388 -0.38181 0.704358
-0.108808 0.122539 -0.042877 0.048288 -0.88795 0.379188
-0.305863 0.194017 -0.147237 0.093396 -1.57648 0.121769
0.146406 0.163947 0.070457 0.078899 0.89301 0.376502
-0.075751 0.180591 -0.041070 0.097912 -0.41946 0.676831
-0.150420 0.117940 -0.068833 0.053970 -1.27539 0.208574
-0.016079 0.149561 -0.006670 0.062041 -0.10750 0.914856
-0.012190 0.137558 -0.006604 0.074527 -0.08862 0.929771
-0.108750 0.146769 -0.046361 0.062568 -0.74096 0.462484
-0.214621 0.132225 -0.108670 0.066950 -1.62315 0.111392
0.430189 0.232138 0.079172 0.042723 1.85316 0.070280
-0.530912 0.202931 -0.112674 0.043068 -2.61622 0.011988
0.003718 0.198607 0.000748 0.039975 0.01872 0.985147
0.031659 0.297343 0.005498 0.051637 0.10647 0.915670
0.381810 0.338516 0.062403 0.055327 1.12789 0.265215
-0.453022 0.292945 -0.074433 0.048132 -1.54644 0.128851
0.037797 0.131199 0.006293 0.021844 0.28809 0.774574
0.503024 0.196139 0.107029 0.041733 2.56463 0.013657
-0.220123 0.221656 -0.050606 0.050958 -0.99309 0.325864
0.015999 0.174026 0.003972 0.043207 0.09194 0.927148
-0.208228 0.159204 -0.053299 0.040751 -1.30793 0.197395
-0.017100 0.173790 -0.004833 0.049121 -0.09839 0.922046
0.054596 0.190777 0.013143 0.045926 0.28618 0.776028
-0.083893 0.152341 -0.015477 0.028105 -0.55069 0.584510
0.048961 0.146918 0.008838 0.026521 0.33326 0.740455
-0.473468 0.268830 -0.091838 0.052144 -1.76122 0.084848
0.710036 0.326494 0.134142 0.061682 2.17473 0.034829
-0.010224 0.187130 -0.001790 0.032764 -0.05464 0.956664
-0.216362 0.244594 -0.041125 0.046492 -0.88458 0.380986
-0.341832 0.222481 -0.061731 0.040177 -1.53645 0.131279
0.496091 0.215186 0.084496 0.036651 2.30540 0.025705  
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Regression Summary for Dependent Variable:     Process Quality
(MBA Questionnaire)
R= .90574748 R²= .82037850 Adjusted R²= .60170885
F(56,46)=3.7517 p<.00000 Std.Error of estimate: .38667

Employee commitment / 
Company relationship

Beta Std.Err.
of Beta

B Std.Err.
of B

t(46) p-level

Intercept
Q B1
Q B2

Q B3

Q B4
Q B5
Q B6
Q B7
Q B8
Q B9
Q B10
Q B11
Q B12
Q B13
Q B14
Q B15
Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B21
Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27

Q B28
Q B29
Q B30
Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35
Q C1
Q C2
Q C3
Q C4
Q C5
Q C6
Q C7
Q C8
Q C9
Q C10
Q C11
Q C12
Q C13
Q C14
Q C15
Q C16
Q C17
Q C18
Q C19
Q C20
Q C21

1.763255 0.522375 3.37546 0.001506
0.233152 0.167529 0.129752 0.093232 1.39171 0.170704
-0.074133 0.184649 -0.043877 0.109288 -0.40148 0.689927

-0.168263 0.154002 -0.086341 0.079024 -1.09260 0.280260

0.156543 0.178727 0.086401 0.098646 0.87588 0.385648
-0.156679 0.135236 -0.090464 0.078083 -1.15855 0.252618
-0.211627 0.121383 -0.109178 0.062621 -1.74347 0.087932
0.253845 0.132965 0.146964 0.076980 1.90912 0.062497
-0.149452 0.158616 -0.099486 0.105586 -0.94222 0.351001
0.064630 0.181060 0.043529 0.121946 0.35695 0.722759
-0.143262 0.179919 -0.078683 0.098816 -0.79626 0.429974
-0.106640 0.178358 -0.065493 0.109538 -0.59790 0.552837
0.043113 0.129529 0.028279 0.084964 0.33284 0.740767
0.217071 0.198955 0.135602 0.124286 1.09105 0.280932
0.094553 0.178454 0.068850 0.129943 0.52984 0.598769
-0.234177 0.148136 -0.158766 0.100432 -1.58083 0.120770
-0.278822 0.152825 -0.132597 0.072678 -1.82445 0.074582
0.286329 0.147537 0.154393 0.079554 1.94073 0.058434
-0.063416 0.116819 -0.047944 0.088317 -0.54286 0.589849
0.000745 0.191055 0.000419 0.107504 0.00390 0.996908
0.140026 0.180171 0.077232 0.099374 0.77718 0.441029
-0.037577 0.177945 -0.023801 0.112710 -0.21117 0.833686
0.199332 0.132512 0.133746 0.088912 1.50425 0.139351
0.097852 0.129757 0.055390 0.073450 0.75412 0.454621
0.066556 0.139488 0.039030 0.081799 0.47715 0.635517
-0.004746 0.101461 -0.002538 0.054267 -0.04677 0.962895
-0.017251 0.130232 -0.009923 0.074909 -0.13246 0.895197
-0.157198 0.103939 -0.078842 0.052130 -1.51241 0.137269

-0.142818 0.164567 -0.087502 0.100828 -0.86784 0.389987
0.102732 0.139062 0.062925 0.085177 0.73875 0.463809
0.134561 0.153179 0.092855 0.105703 0.87845 0.384264
-0.005833 0.100038 -0.003397 0.058265 -0.05831 0.953757
0.068122 0.126860 0.035966 0.066978 0.53699 0.593864
0.154984 0.116678 0.106871 0.080457 1.32830 0.190631
0.127303 0.124491 0.069073 0.067547 1.02259 0.311852
-0.034412 0.112155 -0.022177 0.072278 -0.30683 0.760361
0.117587 0.196902 0.027543 0.046122 0.59718 0.553312
-0.416107 0.172128 -0.112397 0.046495 -2.41742 0.019652
-0.126275 0.168460 -0.032349 0.043156 -0.74958 0.457323
0.127490 0.252210 0.028179 0.055746 0.50549 0.615626
0.264678 0.287133 0.055058 0.059730 0.92179 0.361446
-0.235834 0.248479 -0.049318 0.051962 -0.94911 0.347526
0.175870 0.111284 0.037268 0.023582 1.58036 0.120876
0.052961 0.166367 0.014342 0.045054 0.31834 0.751668
0.338898 0.188011 0.099164 0.055013 1.80255 0.078013
0.028881 0.147611 0.009126 0.046645 0.19565 0.845743
-0.166360 0.135039 -0.054197 0.043993 -1.23194 0.224231
-0.048182 0.147410 -0.017333 0.053030 -0.32686 0.745259
0.232879 0.161819 0.071353 0.049580 1.43913 0.156884
-0.055969 0.129217 -0.013142 0.030341 -0.43314 0.666937
0.137216 0.124618 0.031526 0.028632 1.10109 0.276584
0.074442 0.228025 0.018378 0.056294 0.32647 0.745553
0.274063 0.276936 0.065900 0.066590 0.98963 0.327534
-0.033247 0.158725 -0.007409 0.035371 -0.20946 0.835014
-0.165853 0.207467 -0.040124 0.050191 -0.79942 0.428156
-0.251319 0.188711 -0.057765 0.043374 -1.33177 0.189498
0.317898 0.182523 0.068915 0.039568 1.74169 0.088248  
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APPENDIX G : CRONBACH’S ALPHA CALCULATIONS 
Summary for scale: Mean=306.757 Std.Dv.=51.2612 Valid N:103 (MBA questionnaire)  

 
Total model 

 
Cronbach alpha: .946826 Standardized alpha: .955916 Average inter-item corr.: .254176 

 Mean if - deleted Var. if - deleted StDv. if - deleted Itm-Totl - Correl. Alpha if – deleted 

Q B1 303.2913 2534.090 50.33974 0.606631 0.945688 

Q B2 302.9709 2543.601 50.43413 0.553770 0.945893 

Q B3 303.1068 2525.358 50.25294 0.631663 0.945532 

Q B4 303.2330 2528.800 50.28717 0.649705 0.945550 

Q B5 303.5825 2558.709 50.58369 0.396693 0.946325 

Q B6 303.5340 2545.822 50.45613 0.461043 0.946087 

Q B7 303.1359 2558.972 50.58628 0.395342 0.946329 

Q B8 302.9903 2573.544 50.73011 0.299374 0.946614 

Q B9 302.9903 2561.583 50.61208 0.434351 0.946285 

Q B10 303.0000 2528.971 50.28888 0.644857 0.945560 

Q B11 302.9126 2540.119 50.39959 0.610565 0.945767 

Q B12 302.7476 2553.625 50.53341 0.507904 0.946087 

Q B13 302.9514 2552.221 50.51951 0.497184 0.946084 

Q B14 302.8447 2565.083 50.64664 0.429400 0.946332 

Q B15 302.9709 2562.766 50.62377 0.424243 0.946313 

Q B16 303.5437 2533.549 50.33437 0.519203 0.945851 

Q B17 303.2816 2535.503 50.35378 0.574515 0.945758 

Q B18 302.7476 2558.616 50.58276 0.526273 0.946138 

Q B19 303.5146 2533.920 50.33805 0.615184 0.945673 

Q B20 303.5340 2534.540 50.34422 0.596932 0.945709 

Q B21 303.0097 2554.301 50.54009 0.482801 0.946130 

Q B22 303.3398 2574.982 50.74428 0.286223 0.946647 

Q B23 303.5728 2551.759 50.51494 0.452895 0.946154 

Q B24 303.3204 2538.140 50.37996 0.601206 0.945751 

Q B25 303.7184 2596.008 50.95103 0.042145 0.947389 

Q B26 303.2719 2548.839 50.48603 0.488100 0.946060 

Q B27 304.6699 2618.337 51.16969 -0.141567 0.948038 

Q B28 303.7573 2550.106 50.49858 0.508497 0.946042 

Q B29 303.4466 2546.694 50.46478 0.542651 0.945949 

Q B30 303.5243 2550.832 50.50576 0.566851 0.945978 

Q B31 303.3495 2562.208 50.61826 0.367052 0.946411 

Q B32 303.6311 2554.408 50.54115 0.398027 0.946295 

Q B33 302.8253 2556.785 50.56466 0.499192 0.946140 

Q B34 303.4466 2541.839 50.41666 0.521605 0.945925 

Q B35 302.9223 2558.693 50.58353 0.445237 0.946237 

Q B36 303.1262 2576.693 50.76114 0.262779 0.946704 

Q B37 302.8253 2584.610 50.83906 0.210825 0.946825 

Q B38 304.7087 2604.459 51.03390 -0.031018 0.947560 

Q B39 303.2621 2583.358 50.82675 0.191769 0.946880 

Q B40 303.1553 2581.840 50.81181 0.190867 0.946897 

Q B41 303.1165 2551.773 50.51508 0.566081 0.945993 

Q B42 302.8738 2568.887 50.68419 0.400790 0.946413 

Q B43 302.6311 2568.951 50.68482 0.448646 0.946364 

Q B44 302.7476 2557.043 50.56721 0.554294 0.946087 

Q B45 303.2719 2556.334 50.56020 0.494198 0.946140 

Q B46 302.6699 2566.668 50.66229 0.495400 0.946290  
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Summary for scale: Mean=14.4231 Std.Dv.=3.85840 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Supervisory Support

Cronbach alpha: .893716 Standardized alpha: .893851
Average inter-item corr.: .680709

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B1
Q B2
Q B3
Q B4

10.95192 8.564996 2.926601 0.780650 0.857295
10.64423 9.248428 3.041123 0.709892 0.882956
10.77885 8.018398 2.831678 0.793779 0.852918
10.89423 8.517658 2.918503 0.780950 0.857110  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=6.41346 Std.Dv.=1.90864 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Reward Fairness

Cronbach alpha: .614202 Standardized alpha: .6
Average inter-item corr.: .445982

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B5
Q B6

3.230769 1.389053 1.178581 0.445982
3.182692 1.110854 1.053971 0.445982  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=11.1731 Std.Dv.=2.40324 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Autonomy

Cronbach alpha: .776233 Standardized alpha: .783120
Average inter-item corr.: .552625

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B7
Q B8
Q B9

7.538462 2.729290 1.652056 0.536843 0.795664
7.403846 2.779216 1.667098 0.693884 0.612109
7.403846 2.971524 1.723811 0.623247 0.688986  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=11.6154 Std.Dv.=2.64137 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Corporate Image

Cronbach alpha: .837227 Standardized alpha: .837692
Average inter-item corr.: .646346

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B10
Q B11
Q B12

7.855769 2.931120 1.712052 0.728807 0.749961
7.769231 3.139053 1.771737 0.798100 0.676838
7.605769 3.892659 1.972982 0.592151 0.871007  
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Summary for scale: Mean=11.5385 Std.Dv.=2.40922 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Affinity

Cronbach alpha: .853497 Standardized alpha: .857649
Average inter-item corr.: .674788

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B13
Q B14
Q B15

7.721154 2.585706 1.608013 0.701116 0.823828
7.615385 2.755917 1.660096 0.820000 0.714037
7.740385 2.884523 1.698388 0.668186 0.847207  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=20.9126 Std.Dv.=4.88717 Valid N:103 (MBA questionnair

Employee Development

Cronbach alpha: .850172 Standardized alpha: .849103
Average inter-item corr.: .496182

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B16
Q B17
Q B18
Q B19
Q B20
Q B21

17.69903 15.58903 3.948294 0.634122 0.828904
17.43689 15.95476 3.994340 0.710647 0.809948
16.90291 19.50514 4.416462 0.490916 0.849792
17.66990 15.81337 3.976602 0.773414 0.797758
17.68932 16.00056 4.000071 0.727079 0.806789
17.16505 18.64266 4.317715 0.491236 0.849795  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=28.2019 Std.Dv.=5.09784 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Employee commitment

Cronbach alpha: .703160 Standardized alpha: .716397
Average inter-item corr.: .227466

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B22
Q B23
Q B24
Q B25
Q B26
Q B27
Q B28
Q B29
Q B30

24.78846 23.03218 4.799185 0.217117 0.704636
25.00961 19.02875 4.362196 0.592268 0.632613
24.75961 19.64414 4.432171 0.546596 0.643842
25.16346 23.30982 4.828024 0.104185 0.732779
24.71154 19.62833 4.430387 0.533730 0.645868
26.11539 23.64053 4.862153 0.053880 0.747057
25.20192 20.71884 4.551795 0.447940 0.664606
24.89423 19.32535 4.396061 0.623208 0.630208
24.97115 21.48955 4.635683 0.426104 0.670744  
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Summary for scale: Mean=17.6154 Std.Dv.=3.63454 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Organization Learning

Cronbach alpha: .740032 Standardized alpha: .738695
Average inter-item corr.: .364393

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B31
Q B32
Q B33
Q B34
Q B35

14.21154 9.205251 3.034016 0.441129 0.717662
14.48077 8.038092 2.835153 0.568786 0.668262
13.68269 9.735854 3.120233 0.468498 0.708407
14.29808 7.978458 2.824616 0.608213 0.651100
13.78846 9.628329 3.102955 0.436732 0.717880  
Summary for scale: Mean=16.7596 Std.Dv.=2.43556 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Product Quality

Cronbach alpha: .287168 Standardized alpha: .346293
Average inter-item corr.: .101934

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40

13.11539 3.717456 1.928070 0.360953 0.020095
12.82692 4.527737 2.127848 0.216783 0.183452
14.70192 6.709227 2.590218 -0.357684 0.666492
13.25000 3.860577 1.964835 0.314338 0.069291
13.14423 3.334967 1.826189 0.418770 0.000000  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=23.2404 Std.Dv.=3.65900 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Process Quality

Cronbach alpha: .853819 Standardized alpha: .858519
Average inter-item corr.: .511017

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46

19.59615 8.586908 2.930343 0.773974 0.802118
19.35577 9.440735 3.072578 0.646227 0.828339
19.11539 9.525148 3.086284 0.728439 0.815368
19.23077 9.619823 3.101584 0.614803 0.834158
19.75961 9.797984 3.130173 0.471861 0.864992
19.14423 9.892659 3.145260 0.652660 0.828676  
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Summary for scale: Mean=46.2788 Std.Dv.=13.4435 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Employee Commitment

Cronbach alpha: .834937 Standardized alpha: .845688
Average inter-item corr.: .522592

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q C1
Q C2
Q C3
Q C4
Q C5
Q C6
Q C7

40.27885 127.8742 11.30815 0.746723 0.786828
38.97115 134.7780 11.60939 0.746118 0.792253
38.50962 134.6153 11.60238 0.701408 0.796758
39.75000 119.1683 10.91642 0.863734 0.764575
39.52885 118.9799 10.90779 0.802920 0.773543
39.70192 118.2092 10.87241 0.822570 0.769970
40.93269 192.2166 13.86422 -0.268843 0.935190  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=22.5288 Std.Dv.=5.60332 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Task Performance

Cronbach alpha: .863749 Standardized alpha: .865313
Average inter-item corr.: .687859

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q C8
Q C9
Q C10

15.36539 13.80880 3.716020 0.726309 0.828089
14.93269 13.92816 3.732045 0.822349 0.731564
14.75961 16.54798 4.067921 0.687625 0.857333  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=24.4519 Std.Dv.=4.57702 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Contextual Performance

Cronbach alpha: .752771 Standardized alpha: .760952
Average inter-item corr.: .529144

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q C11
Q C12
Q C13

16.48077 9.96117 3.156132 0.615507 0.629330
16.21154 10.32064 3.212575 0.693226 0.554234
16.21154 10.80140 3.286549 0.458754 0.817989  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=12.2500 Std.Dv.=4.39936 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Internal Consistency

Cronbach alpha: .544693 Standardized alpha: .544745
Average inter-item corr.: .374330

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q C14
Q C15

6.596154 7.086909 2.662125 0.374330
5.653846 6.860947 2.619341 0.374330  
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Summary for scale: Mean=39.8750 Std.Dv.=12.9313 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnair

Job Satisfaction

Cronbach alpha: .902123 Standardized alpha: .903981
Average inter-item corr.: .624993

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q C16
Q C17
Q C18
Q C19
Q C20
Q C21

33.24038 116.5095 10.79396 0.809988 0.873952
33.24038 117.5288 10.84107 0.760984 0.880690
32.96154 117.2293 10.82725 0.694070 0.890830
32.95192 116.6996 10.80276 0.785588 0.877167
33.18269 118.9378 10.90586 0.686076 0.891738
33.79808 116.6419 10.80009 0.675420 0.894294  

 

Summary for scale: Mean=40.0000 Std.Dv.=5.31713 Valid N:104 (MBA questionnaire

Product & Process Quality combined

Cronbach alpha: .771948 Standardized alpha: .803474
Average inter-item corr.: .286709

variable
Mean if
deleted

Var. if
deleted

StDv. if
deleted

Itm-Totl
Correl.

Alpha if
deleted

Q B36
Q B37
Q B38
Q B39
Q B40
Q B41
Q B42
Q B43
Q B44
Q B45
Q B46

36.35577 23.24843 4.821662 0.433773 0.753305
36.06731 23.62047 4.860089 0.490959 0.747493
37.94231 31.26591 5.591592 -0.366729 0.855929
36.49038 22.99990 4.795822 0.463426 0.749510
36.38462 22.77515 4.772332 0.440718 0.752802
36.35577 21.51766 4.638713 0.714412 0.718566
36.11538 22.75592 4.770316 0.602900 0.734658
35.87500 22.82091 4.777124 0.681685 0.729532
35.99038 23.08645 4.804836 0.564552 0.739296
36.51923 22.51886 4.745404 0.548081 0.738925
35.90385 23.74075 4.872448 0.552024 0.743265  
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