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Based on the factor analysis conducted, results demonstrated that unidimensionality was 

achieved for the Procedural Justice Input subscale. All items except one loaded strongly on a 

single factor,, and the single factor explained a large percentage of the common variance. 

 

4.3.4 Unidimensionality of the Procedural Justice Criteria subscale 

A KMO measure of sampling adequacy of 0.895 and a significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

(p< 0.001) were achieved, demonstrating adequate evidence that the correlation matrix was 

factor analysable. 

Only one factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1 was reported. As demonstrated in Table 4.9 

and Table 4.10, the factor matrix indicated that all the items loaded satisfactorily (>0.50) on 

one factor, and the single factor accounted for 65.858% of the common variance. The factor 

loadings were robust and ranged between .894 and .637. 

  

Table 4.9: Unidimensionality analysis of Procedural Justice Criteria subscale 

Subscale Number of 

items 

KMO Number of 

factors 

extracted 

Cumulative 

percentage 

common 

variance  

 

Procedural 

Justice Criteria 

subscale 

6 .895 1 65.858 

 

Table 4.10 indicates that all items loaded satisfactorily (>0.50) on one factor. Item B3.17 had 

the highest loading of .894 and Item B3.20 had the lowest loading of .637, which was 

considered satisfactory. 
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Table 4.10: Factor matrix for Procedural Justice Criteria subscale 

Factor 1 

B3.16 Selection criteria are applied consistently. 

B3.17 Accurate performance data is used for evaluation. 

B3.18 Same performance standards are used. 

B3.19 Predetermined job-related selection criteria are used. 

B3.21 Disciplinary action is applied strictly and consistently. 

B3.20 More than one performance appraiser is used 

.864 

.894 

.887 

.811 

.744 

.637 

 

 

Unidimensionality was achieved for the Procedural Justice Criteria subscale. This is evident 

due to the results produced by the factor analysis. All items loaded on one factor. 

 

4.3.5 Unidimensionality of the Interactional Justice subscale 

A KMO measure of sampling adequacy of 0.887 and a significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

(p<0.001) were reached, showing adequate evidence that the correlation matrix was factor 

analysable. 

Only one factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1 was obtained. The factor matrix as 

demonstrated in Table 4.11 and Table 4.12 indicated that all the items loaded satisfactorily 

(>0.50) on one factor, and this factor accounted for 56.546% of the total common variance. 

 

Table 4.11: Unidimensionality analysis of Interactional Justice subscale 

Subscale Number of 

items 

KMO Number of 

factors 

extracted 

Cumulative 

percentage 

common 

variance  

 

Interactional 

Justice subscale 

8 .887 1 56.546 
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Table 4.12 indicates that Item B1.1 had the highest loading of .897 and Item B1.5 had the 

lowest loading of .559, which was considered satisfactory. Therefore, there was no need to 

delete any items. 

 

Table 4.12: Factor matrix for Interactional Justice subscale 

Factor 1 

B1.1 The value of AA employees is recognised. 

B1.2 The capabilities of AA employees are recognised. 

B1.3 AA employees are guided in respect of realistic career expectations. 

B1.6 AA culture is accommodated when socialising 

B1.7 Accurate and complete record are available 

B1.4 Employees are informed about the EE policy. 

B1.8 Employees are informed about EE implications for careers. 

B1.5 Supervisors are trained to manage diversity. 

.897 

.877 

.817 

.746 

.682 

.676 

.669 

.559 

 

AA: Affirmative Action 

EE: Employment Equity 

 

All the factor loadings were strong, ranging between 0.897 and .599, and loaded on a single 

factor.  

 

4.3.6 Unidimensionality of the Affective Commitment subscale 

Before conducting the factor analyses, a number of items had to be reversed because they were 

negatively worded. The initial factor analyses suggested that the items may not be 

unidimensional. All the negative items loaded on the second factor. This is considered a 

statistical artefact, which is a tendency for the respondent to react symmetrically to positive 

and negative expressions (Coleman, 2013; Greenberger, Chen, Dimitrieva, & Farraggia, 2003; 

Quilty, Oakman, & Risko, 2006). Negatively worded items are, therefore, likely to load not 

only on the intended factor but also on a factor that consists solely of items that are negatively 

worded. 

Since there were no convincing theoretical arguments for why the negatively worded items 

should load on a separate factor, it was decided to specify a restricted one-factor solution. The 
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KMO measure of sampling adequacy returned a value of 0.862 and a significant Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity (p<0.001) was obtained, demonstrating adequate evidence that the correlation 

matrix was factor analysable. 

The first eigenvalue explained 46.495% of the common variance. The factor matrix displayed 

satisfactorily loaded items (>0.50) on the single factor, except for one item at R-D1.4 that 

reported a lower factor loading value of .364. The model and item-specific statistics of the 

factor analyses are displayed in Table 4.13 and Table 4.14. The single factor accounted for 

46.495% of the total common variance. 

 

Table 4.13: Unidimensionality analysis of Affective Commitment subscale 

Subscale Number of 

items 

KMO Number of 

factors 

extracted 

Cumulative 

percentage 

common 

variance  

 

Affective 

Commitment 

subscale 

8 .862 1 46.495 

 

Table 4.14 indicates that Item D1.2 had the highest loading of .760 and Item R_D1.4 had the 

lowest loading of .364. A decision was made to keep item R.D1.4. 

 

Table 4.14: Factor Matrix for Affective Commitment subscale 

Factor 1 

D1.2 I enjoy discussing my organisation with people outside the company. 

R_D1.6 I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organisation. 

R_D1.8 I do not feel a strong sense of belonging in my organisation. 

R_D1.5 I do not feel 'part of the family' at my organisation. 

D1.1 I would be happy to spend the rest of my career with this 

organisation.  

D1.3 I really feel as if the problems of this organisation are my own. 

D1.7 This organisation has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 

R_D1.4 I think that I could easily become as attached to another 

organisation as I am to this one. 

 

.760 

.745 

.743 

.701 

.695 

 

.695 

.666 

.364 
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Unidimensionality was achieved for the Affective Commitment subscale since all items loaded 

on one factor. Items ranged from .760 to .364. This indicated that unidimensionality was 

achieved for the Affective Commitment subscale. 

 

4.3.7 Unidimensionality of the Intention to Quit subscale 

As indicated in Table 4.15, a KMO measure of sampling adequacy of 0.816 and a significant 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p<0.001) were achieved, demonstrating adequate evidence that the 

correlation matrix was factor analysable. Only one factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1 was 

returned from the factor analyses. The single factor accounted for 48.566% of the total common 

variance. 

 

Table 4.15: Unidimensionality analysis of Intention to Quit scale 

Subscale Number of 

items 

KMO Number of 

factors 

extracted 

Cumulative 

percentage 

common 

variance  

 

Intention to 

Quit scale 

6 .816 1 48.566 

 

The factor matrix in Table 4.16 shows that almost all the items loaded satisfactorily (>0.50) on 

one factor; Item R_E8 reported a slightly lower factor loading (.488). However, since this value 

was marginally lower than 0.50, it was decided to retain the item rather than deleting it from 

the scale.  
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Table 4.16: Factor matrix for Intention to Quit scale 

Factor 1 

E1 How often have you considered leaving your job? 

E6 How often do you dream about getting another job that will better suit 

your personal needs? 

E4 How often are you frustrated when not given the opportunities at work 

to achieve your personal work-related goals? 

R_E3 To what extent is your current job satisfying your personal needs? 

E7 How likely would you be to accept another job at the same 

compensation level should one be offered to you? 

R_E8 How often do you look forward to another day at work? 

 

.860 

.856 

 

.686 

 

.681 

.518 

 

.488 

 

 

As indicated by the factor analysis results, unidimensionality was achieved for the Turnover 

Intention scale . All items loaded on one factor, with factor loadings ranging between .860 and 

.488. 

 

4.4 ITEM ANALYSIS-RELIABILITY RESULTS 

Item analysis was performed in order to determine the internal reliability of the measurement 

scales and subscales and to identify any items that did not contribute to the reliability of the 

measurement scales. The purpose for conducting this analysis was to ensure that the measuring 

scales were measuring the same construct consistently (Hinkin, Tracy, & Enz, 1997). Item 

analysis was conducted with SPSS version 20 to determine the reliability of each 

scale/subscale. Cronbach’s alpha was used to indicate the reliability of the scale. The 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient should be at least 0.70 to be considered a reliable scale (Ursachi, 

Horodnic, & Zait, 2015).  

Another aspect that needed to be considered was the item-total correlation. This is regarded as 

an indication of the degree to which each item correlates with the total coefficient outcome. An 

item with a value below 0.20 could indicate that the item is not correlating with the specific 

variable sufficiently (Nunnally, 1978, Panayides, 2013). Items with such low coefficients may 
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need to be deleted since they could lead to a higher Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the full 

scale. 

 

4.4.1 Reliability analysis of the various subscales 

A summary of the statistics for the level of internal consistency of each scale is presented in 

Table 4.17. For each of the revised measures, the Cronbach’s alpha, the mean and the variance 

are displayed.  

 

Table 4.17: Reliability analysis results of the subscales 

Subscale Number of 

scales 

Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Mean Variance  

 

 

Affirmative 

Action 

 

4 

 

.797 

 

19.2513 

 

19.724 

 

Distributive 

Justice External 

 

Distributive 

Justice Internal 

 

Procedural 

Justice Input 

 

Procedural 

Justice Criteria 

 

Interactional 

Justice 

 

Affective 

Commitment 

 

Intention to 

Quit 

 

4 

 

 

3 

 

 

7 

 

 

6 

 

 

8 

 

 

8 

 

 

6 

 

.812 

 

 

.721 

 

 

.905 

 

 

.916 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.870 

 

 

.840 

 

15.22 

 

 

8.83 

 

 

23.09 

 

 

21.28 

 

 

29.55 

 

 

37.0406 

 

 

18.1538 

 

20.706 

 

 

11.368 

 

 

64.498 

 

 

50.102 

 

 

77.004 

 

 

100.264 

 

 

32.420 

 

The Affirmative Action subscale consisted of four items. The results of the item analysis are 

indicated in Table 4.17 and Table 4.18. The item analysis related to the Affirmative Action 

subscale displayed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.797. The scale, therefore, shows adequate 
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reliability. None of the item-total correlations reported values lower than 0.20 and, therefore, 

none of the items were considered for deletion. 

 

Table 4.18: Reliability Analysis results of the Affirmative Action subscale 

 

Affirmative Action (Cronbach’s alpha =.797) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

R B7.41 Valuing diversity refers to 

valuing only members of the 

workforce who are different 

from their white male 

counterparts.  

.530 .797 .791 

 

R_B7.43 

 

 

 

R_B7.44 

 

 

 

R_B7.45 

 

 

 

 

Valuing diversity is simply 

another name for meeting 

employment equity targets. 

 

The concept of diversity is 

simply a fad and organisations 

would be wise to ignore it. 

 

Recruiting, hiring and training a 

diverse workforce is far too 

costly to be beneficial to most 

organisations. 

 

 

.614 

 

 

 

.676 

 

 

 

.659 

 

 

 

 

.797 

 

 

 

.797 

 

 

 

.797 

 

 

 

 

.749 

 

 

 

.724 

 

 

 

.727 

 

 

 

 

The EFA suggested that the Distributive Justice scale should be split into two distinct and more 

nuanced dimensions, namely Distribute Justice External and Distributive Justice Internal. The 

Distributive Justice (External) subscale consisted of four items. The results of the item analysis 

are presented in Table 4.17 and Table 4.19. The item analysis conducted on the Distributive 

Justice (External) subscale displayed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.812. This subscale, therefore, 

shows good reliability. Item B4.26 displayed a low item-total correlation, which may suggest 

that the item is not contributing to the internal consistency of the scale. The Cronbach’s alpha 

measure that would result if the item were deleted indicated that the overall alpha level would 
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increase. However, since there were only four items in the subscale, the decision was made to 

retain Item B4.26.  

 

Table 4.19: Reliability analysis results of the Distributive Justice External subscale 

 

Distributive Justice External (Cronbach’s alpha =.812) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

B4.26 AA people are recruited through 

provisions in advertisement. 

.501 

 

.812 .821 

 

B4.27 

 

 

B4.28 

 

 

 

B4.29 

 

 

 

 

The EE plan and workforce 

profile are used to appoint. 

 

There is a focus on the 

development/advancement of AA 

employees. 

 

Criteria (gender, ethnicity) are 

used to appoint. 

 

 

.721 

 

 

.684 

 

 

 

.628 

 

 

 

.812 

 

 

.812 

 

 

 

.812 

 

 

 

.722 

 

 

.739 

 

 

 

.767 

 

AA: Affirmative Action 

EE: Employment Equity 

 

The Distributive Justice (Internal) subscale consisted of only three items. This is the minimum 

number of items allowed for item analysis due to the restricted degrees of freedom. The results 

are shown in Table 4.17 and Table 4.20. The item analysis relating to the Distributive Justice 

(Internal) subscale produced a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.721. The scale, therefore, displays 

adequate reliability. None of the item-total correlations fell below 0.20 and, therefore, none of 

the items were considered for deletion. 
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Table 4.20: Reliability analysis results of the Distributive Justice Internal subscale 

 

Distributive Justice Internal (Cronbach’s alpha =.812) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

B4.22 Black managers are given token 

positions. 

.486 

 

.721 .699 

 

B4.24 

 

 

B4.25 

 

 

 

 

 

There are unrealistically high 

salaries for AA members. 

 

Less qualified applicants are 

appointed/ promoted. 

 

.556 

 

 

.588 

 

 

 

.721 

 

 

.721 

 

 

.619 

 

 

.573 

 

 

AA: Affirmative Action 

 

The Procedural Justice Input subscale consisted of seven items. The results are displayed in 

Table 4.17 and Table 4.21. The item analysis conducted for the Procedural Justice Input 

subscale yielded a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.905. The subscale, therefore, displays 

excellent reliability. Item B2.15 displayed the lowest item-total correlation and would result in 

an increased Cronbach’s alpha’s coefficient if deleted. However, it was decided to keep the 

item since the overall scale reliability was good and the improvement in the alpha level was 

marginal in the event that the item were deleted. 
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Table 4.21: Reliability analysis results of the Procedural Justice Input subscale 

 

Procedural Justice Input (Cronbach’s alpha =.905) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

B2.9 All employees’ careers are 

regarded as equally important. 

.750 

 

.905 .887 

 

B2.10 

 

 

B2.11 

 

 

B2.12 

 

B2.13 

 

 

B2.14 

 

 

B2.15 

 

 

 

There are opportunities to 

appeal. 

 

There are equal chances to 

influence selection decisions. 

 

There is joint decision-making. 

 

There are mechanisms to protect 

against discrimination. 

 

Rules/procedures are applied 

strictly and consistently. 

 

Systems are adjusted in order to 

integrate AA employees. 

 

.786 

 

 

.787 

 

 

.835 

 

.691 

 

 

.746 

 

 

.458 

 

.905 

 

 

.905 

 

 

.905 

 

.905 

 

 

.905 

 

 

.905 

 

.883 

 

 

.884 

 

 

.878 

 

.894 

 

 

.887 

 

 

.919 

 

 

 

AA: Affirmative Action 

 

The Procedural Justice Criteria subscale consisted of six items. The results are displayed in 

Table 4.17 and Table 4.22. The item analysis conducted for the Procedural Justice Criteria 

subscale displayed a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.916. The subscale, therefore, displays 

excellent reliability. Item B3.20 displayed the lowest item-total correlation, and the overall 

alpha level would increase to 0.921 if this item were deleted. However, it was decided to retain 

the item since the overall alpha level for the scale was high, and the deletion of this item would 

not increase the alpha significantly. 
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Table 4.22: Reliability analysis results of the Procedural Justice Criteria subscale 

 

Procedural Justice Criteria (Cronbach’s alpha =.916) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

B3.16 

 

 

B3.17 

 

 

B3.18 

 

 

B3.19 

 

 

B3.20 

 

 

B3.21 

Selection criteria are applied 

consistently. 

 

Accurate performance data is 

used for evaluation. 

 

Same performance standards are 

used. 

 

Predetermined job-related 

selection criteria are used. 

 

More than one performance 

appraiser is used. 

 

Disciplinary action is applied 

strictly and consistently. 

.823 

 

 

.832 

 

 

.831 

 

 

.767 

 

 

.622 

 

 

.727 

.916 

 

 

.916 

 

 

.916 

 

 

.916 

 

 

.916 

 

 

.916 

.892 

 

 

.892 

 

 

.892 

 

 

.901 

 

 

.921 

 

 

.907 

 

The Interactional Justice subscale consisted of eight items, and the results are indicated in Table 

4.17 and Table 4.23. The item analysis conducted for the Interactional Justice subscale 

displayed a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.915. The subscale, therefore, shows excellent 

reliability. None of the item-total correlations were below 0.20 and, therefore, none of the items 

were considered for deletion. 
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Table 4.23: Reliability analysis results of the Interactional Justice subscale 

 

Interactional Justice (Cronbach’s alpha =.915) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

B1.1 

 

 

B1.2 

 

 

B1.3 

 

 

 

B1.4 

 

 

B1.5 

 

 

B1.6 

 

 

B1.7 

 

 

B1.8 

The value of AA employees is 

recognised. 

 

The capabilities of AA 

employees are recognised. 

 

AA employees are guided in 

respect of realistic career 

expectations. 

 

Employees are informed about 

the EE policy. 

 

Supervisors are trained to 

manage diversity. 

 

AA culture is accommodated 

when socialising. 

 

Accurate and complete records 

are available. 

 

Employees are informed about 

EE implications for careers. 

.785 

 

 

.746 

 

 

.741 

 

 

 

.725 

 

 

.640 

 

 

.737 

 

 

.700 

 

 

.701 

.915 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.915 

 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.915 

.898 

 

 

.902 

 

 

.902 

 

 

 

.903 

 

 

.910 

 

 

.902 

 

 

.905 

 

 

.906 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AA: Affirmative Action 

EE: Employment Equity 

 

The Affective Commitment subscale consisted of eight items. The results are shown in 

Table 4.17 and Table 4.24. The item analysis conducted for the Affective Commitment 

subscale displayed a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.870. The subscale, therefore, displays 

good reliability. Item R_D1.4 displayed the lowest item correlation and if deleted, the 

reliability would increase to 0.879. However, given the modest increase in alpha if deleted, it 

was decided to retain the item in the scale. 
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Table 4.24: Reliability analysis results of the Affective Commitment subscale 

 

Affective Commitment (Cronbach’s alpha =.870) 

Item Description Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

D1.1 

 

 

 

D1.2 

 

 

 

D1.3 

 

 

R_D1.4 

 

 

 

R_D1.5 

 

 

R_D1.6 

 

 

D1.7 

 

 

R_D1.8 

 

 

 

 

I would be happy to spend the 

rest of my career with this 

organisation. 

 

I enjoy discussing my 

organisation with people outside 

the company. 

 

I really feel as if the problems of 

this organisation are my own. 

 

I think that I could easily become 

as attached to another 

organisation as I am to this one. 

 

I do not feel 'part of the family' at 

my organisation. 

 

I do not feel 'emotionally 

attached' to this organisation. 

 

This organisation has a great deal 

of personal meaning for me. 

 

I do not feel a strong sense of 

belonging in my organisation. 

.638 

 

 

 

.696 

 

 

 

.648 

 

 

.353 

 

 

 

.646 

 

 

.703 

 

 

.622 

 

 

.683 

 

.870 

 

 

 

.870 

 

 

 

.870 

 

 

.870 

 

 

 

.870 

 

 

.870 

 

 

.870 

 

 

.870 

 

.852 

 

 

 

.846 

 

 

 

.852 

 

 

.879 

 

 

 

.852 

 

 

.845 

 

 

.854 

 

 

.847 

 

The Intention to Quit scale consisted of six items. The results are indicated in Table 4.17 and 

Table 4.25. The item analysis conducted for the Intention to Quit scale displayed a Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient of 0.840. The scale, therefore, displays good reliability. If Item E7 were 

deleted, the reliability would increase marginally to 0.842. It was decided to retain this item in 

the scale since it still reported a good item-total correlation.  
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Table 4.25: Reliability analysis results of the Intention to Quit scale 

 

Intention to Quit (Cronbach’s alpha =.840) 

Item 

 

 

 

 

E1 

 

 

R_E3 

 

 

 

E4 

 

 

 

 

 

E6 

 

 

 

E7 

 

 

 

 

R_E8 

Description 

 

 

 

 

How often have you considered 

leaving your job? 

 

To what extent is your current 

job satisfying your personal 

needs? 

 

How often are you frustrated 

when not given the 

opportunities at work to achieve 

your personal work-related 

goals? 

 

How often do you dream about 

getting another job that will 

better suit your personal needs? 

 

How likely would you be to 

accept another job at the same 

compensation level should it be 

offered to you? 

 

How often do you look forward 

to another day at work? 

Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

 

 

.741 

 

 

.655 

 

 

 

.639 

 

 

 

 

 

.719 

 

 

 

.501 

 

 

 

 

.485 

Cronbach’s 

alpha per 

subscale 

 

 

8.40 

 

 

.840 

 

 

 

.840 

 

 

 

 

 

.840 

 

 

 

.840 

 

 

 

 

.840 

 

 

Cronbach’s 

alpha if 

item is 

deleted  

 

.789 

 

 

.809 

 

 

 

.809 

 

 

 

 

 

.792 

 

 

 

.842 

 

 

 

 

.837 

     

 

The overall outcomes of the item analyses performed on the various subscales/scales are 

displayed in Table 4.17 to Table 4.26. The results suggest that all the scales reported acceptable 

reliability. Each subscale/scale is, therefore, considered internally consistent and reliable. 

Considering this evidence in conjunction with the EFA results and considering that the 

individual items were shown to be unidimensional and internally consistent, the researcher felt 

confident in combining the factor scores to use in the regression analyses.  

 

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



89 
 

Table 4.26: Composite reliability scores for indicators for each subscale 

 

 

Variable: 

 

Affirmative Action 

 

Distributive Justice External 

 

Distributive Justice Internal 

 

Procedural Justice Input 

 

Procedural Justice Criteria 

 

Interactional Justice 

 

Affective Commitment 

 

Intention to Quit 

Total Composite: 

 

.797 

 

.812 

 

.721 

 

.905 

 

.916 

 

.915 

 

.870 

 

.840 

 

 

 

4.5  BIVARIATE (PEARSON) CORRELATION ANALYSIS  

Since the aim of the study was to predict intention to quit, the relationships between the 

independent variables (Distributive Justice Internal, Distributive Justice External, Procedural 

Justice Input, Procedural Justice Criteria, Interactional Justice and Affective Commitment) and 

the dependent variable (Intention to Quit) were analysed using the Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient (see Table 4.27 and Table 4.28). Since the regression analysis is a 

correlational-based statistical technique, it made methodological sense to consider the 

correlations between factor scores before entering them in the regression model. Linearity is 

also one of the assumptions of regression analysis, so it is important to test the linearity 

assumption prior to conducting the multiple regression analysis. However, it is important to 

note that the substantive hypotheses were not statistically validated based on the correlational 

analyses. 

As indicated by the theoretical framework, the model consists of both direct and indirect 

relationships that were tested using the Pearson correlation technique in order to establish 

whether or not these variables demonstrated significant statistical relationships with one 

another. Furthermore, because the Distributive Justice variable loaded on two factors, 
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Distributive Justice External and Distributive Justice Internal, the correlation analysis was 

conducted on these sub-variables separately.  

 

4.5.1 Direct relationships 

Results from the correlation analyses are summarised in Table 4.27 below. 

 

Table 4.27: Bivariate correlation results for direct relationships 

 

Hypothesis: 

 

H1: A negative relationship is predicted between Affective 

Commitment and Intention to Quit. 

 

H2: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice 

Input and Affective Commitment. 

 

H3: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice 

Criteria and Affective Commitment. 

 

H4: A positive relationship is predicted between Interactional Justice 

and Affective Commitment. 

 

H5.1: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice 

External and Affective Commitment. 

 

H5.2: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice 

Internal and Affective Commitment. 

 

H6.1: A negative relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice 

External and Intention to Quit. 

 

H6.2: A negative relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice 

Internal and Intention to Quit. 

 

H7: A negative relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice 

Input and Intention to Quit. 

 

H8: A negative relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice 

Criteria and Intention to Quit. 

 

H9: A negative relationship is predicted between Interactional Justice 

and Intention to Quit. 

 

Correlation: 

 

r = -.676, p<.001 

 

 

r = .394, p<.001 

 

 

r = .343, p<.001 

 

 

r = .367, p<.001 

 

 

r = .212, p<.001 

 

 

r = -.147, p<.019 

 

 

r = –.158, p<.013 

 

 

r = .154, p<.016 

 

 

r = –.423, p<.001 

 

 

r = –.377, p<.001 

 

 

r = –.415, p<.001 

 

 

 

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



91 
 

H14.1: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice 

Internal and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

H14.2: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice 

External and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

H15: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice 

Input and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

H16: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice 

Input and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

H17: A positive relationship is predicted between Interactional Justice 

and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

r = -.421, p<.001 

 

 

r = .024, p<.368 

 

 

r = .056, p<.217 

 

 

r = .052, p<.235 

 

 

r = .051, p<.236 

 

According to Table 4.27, the bivariate correlation analysis displayed a moderately significant 

negative correlation between Affective Commitment and Intention to Quit (r = -.676, p<.001), 

with higher levels of Affective Commitment leading to lower levels of Intention to Quit. This 

was in line with Hypothesis 1. Furthermore, a small but statistically significant and positive 

correlation was found between Procedural Justice Input and Affective Commitment (r = .394, 

p<.001). This indicates that the more employees experience Procedural Justice Input in the 

workplace, the higher their Affective Commitment levels will be. The analysis also reported a 

small but statistically significant positive correlation between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Affective Commitment (r = .343, p<.001). High levels of Procedural Justice Criteria are, 

therefore, associated with higher levels of Affective Commitment. There was a small and 

statistically significant positive correlation found between Interactional Justice and Affective 

Commitment (r = .367, p<.001), with higher levels of perceived Interactional Justice linked to 

higher levels of Affective Commitment. A small but statistically significant and positive 

relationship between Distributive Justice External and Affective Commitment was obtained 

following the correlation analysis that was conducted (r = .212, p<.001). This shows that high 

levels of perceived Distributive Justice External are likely to lead to high levels of Affective 

Commitment. A statistically significant negative correlation was not found between 

Distributive Justice Internal and Affective Commitment (r = -.147, p<.019), with increased 

levels of perceptions of Distributive Justice Internal being associated with decreased levels of 

Affective Commitment. This result was unexpected and was contrary to initial theorising.  
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The correlation analysis found a statistically significant negative correlation between 

Distributive Justice External and Intention to Quit (r = –.158, p<.013). This implies that higher 

levels of perceived Distributive Justice External could lead to lower levels of Intention to Quit. 

A statistically significant positive correlation was found between Distributive Justice Internal 

and Intention to Quit (r = .154, p<.016), which suggests that increased perception levels of 

Distributive Justice Internal are associated with an increase in an employee’s Intention to Quit. 

This relationship is contrary to initial theorising. Furthermore, there was a moderately negative 

and statistically significant correlation found between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to 

Quit (r = –.423, p<.000). Higher levels of perceived Procedural Justice Input can be associated 

with lower levels of Intention to Quit. The analysis also indicated a small negative and 

statistically significant correlation between Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit 

(r = –.377, p<.000), with high levels of Procedural Justice Criteria associated with low levels 

of Intention to Quit. There was a moderately negative and statistically significant correlation 

between Interactional Justice and Intention to Quit (r = –.415, p<.000), with higher levels of 

perceived Interactional Justice associated with lower levels of Intention to Quit.  

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to determine the relationship between 

Distributive Justice Internal and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. The results indicate that 

there is a moderate and statistically significant negative relationship between employees’ levels 

of Distributive Justice Internal and their perceptions of Affirmative Action (r = -.421, p<.000). 

Higher levels of Distributive Justice Internal are associated with lower levels of Perceptions of 

Affirmative Action. The results of the correlation analysis conducted to determine the 

relationship between Distributive Justice External and Perceptions of Affirmative Action did 

not indicate a significant relationship (r = .024, p<.368) and as a result were not supported by 

the data. Distributive Justice is not likely to influence Perceptions of Affirmative Action. The 

results indicate that there is a non-significant positive relationship between Procedural Justice 

Input and Perceptions of Affirmative Action (r = .056, p<.217). Procedural Justice Input is not 

likely to affect Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Based on the outcomes of the correlation 

analysis, results indicate that there is a non-significant positive relationship between Procedural 

Justice Input and Perceptions of Affirmative Action (r = .052, p<.235). Employees’ 

experiences of Procedural Justice Input in the workplace are not likely to affect their 

perceptions of Affirmative Action. The results display a non-significant positive relationship 

between Interactional Justice and Perceptions of Affirmative Action (r = .051, p<.236). 
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Employees’ experiences of Interactional Justice within the organisation are not likely to 

influence their perceptions of affirmative action.  

 

4.5.2 Indirect relationships 

The results from the mediation analyses are presented in Table 4.28. In order to calculate the 

total indirect effect, the method described by Hood et al. (2008) was used. The process that this 

method follows initially requires the analysis to determine path c of the model. This is done by 

conducting a bivariate regression analysis, predicting the dependant variable from the 

independent variable. The next step entails determining path a by applying a bivariate 

regression, predicting the mediator from the independent variable. Thereafter, a multiple 

regression analysis predicting the dependant variable from the mediator and the independent 

variable is performed. This produces the coefficients for path c and path b. In order to produce 

the final coefficient, the coefficients for paths a and b that were determined in the previous 

steps are multiplied. This provides the final coefficient that indicates the mediating affect 

among the dependent and independent variables (Hood et al., 2008). The correlation coefficient 

reported in Table 4.28 can be regarded as the total indirect effect.  

 

Table 4.28: Bivariate correlation results for indirect relationships 

 

Hypothesis: 
 

H10.1: The relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. 

 

H10.2: The relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. 

 

H11: The relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention 

to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. 

 

H12: The relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. 

 

H13: The relationship between Interactional Justice and Intention to 

Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. 
 

 

 

Correlation: 

 

r = .098, p<.001 

 

 

r = -.142, p<.001 

 

 

r = -.238, p<.001 

 

 

r = -.212, p<.001 

 

 

r = -.222, p<.001 
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Table 4.28 displays the results that demonstrate whether or not the relationship between 

Distributive Justice Internal (independent variable) and Intention to Quit (dependant variable) 

is mediated by Affective Commitment (mediator variable). The results indicate that the total 

indirect effect between Distributive Justice Internal and Intention to Quit via Affective 

Commitment is small, positive and statistically significant (r = .098, p<.001.) An analysis to 

determine whether or not the relationship between Distributive Justice External (independent 

variable) and Intention to Quit (dependant variable) as mediated by Affective Commitment 

(mediator variable) was also conducted. The results indicate that the total indirect effect 

between Distributive Justice External and Intention to Quit via Affective Commitment is small, 

negative and statistically significant (r = -.142, p<.001).  

An analysis to determine whether or not the relationship between Procedural Justice Input 

(independent variable) and Intention to Quit (dependant variable) is mediated by Affective 

Commitment (mediator variable) was conducted. The results indicate that the overall indirect 

effect between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to Quit via Affective Commitment is 

small, negative and significant (r = -.238, p<.001). An analysis was performed to determine 

whether or not Procedural Justice Criteria (independent variable) and Intention to Quit 

(dependant variable) is mediated by Affective Commitment (mediator variable). The results 

indicate that the total indirect effect between Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit 

via Affective Commitment is small, negative and significant (r = -.212, p<.001). An analysis 

was performed to determine whether or not the relationship between Interactional Justice 

(independent variable) and Intention to Quit (dependant variable) is mediated by Affective 

Commitment (mediator variable). The results indicate that the overall indirect effect between 

Interactional Justice and Intention to Quit via Affective Commitment is small, negative and 

significant (r = -.222, p<.001). 

The correlation results that are displayed Table 4.27 and Table 4.28 provide the basis for the 

regression analysis described in the following section. The hypotheses of the study were not 

corroborated based on the results of the correlational analyses. 
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4.6 REGRESSION ANALYSIS  

Based on the EFA that was conducted, Distributive Justice loaded on two factors, and a 

decision was made to create two sub-variables, Distributive Justice External and Distributive 

Internal. In view of these findings, the theoretical framework was revised to reflect these 

changes. Figure 4.1 displays the direct and indirect relationships that were tested using the 

regression analysis. 
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Figure 4.1: Theoretical Framework 4 

 

It was decided to conduct a simple bivariate regression analysis to test the proposed 

relationships in the model empirically. The regression model in this case indicated that the six 

independent variables (Affective Commitment, Interactional Justice, Procedural Justice Input, 

Procedural Justice Criteria, Distributive Justice Internal and Distributive Justice External) in 
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combination had a significant influence in predicting Intention to Quit (F =31.780, p<.000). 

The proposed predictive model accounts for 50.5% of the variance in Intention to Quit, and 

only Interactional Justice and Affective Commitment were significant predictors of Intention 

to Quit when entered into a multiple regression model.  

However, when the hypotheses were operationalised with simple linear regression as opposed 

to multiple regression, most of independent variables significantly predicted the outcome 

variables. Table 4.29 displays the standard regression analysis results.  

 

4.6.1 Direct relationships 

In total, support was found for nine of the sixteen hypotheses. However, seven of the 

hypotheses (the null hypotheses) could not be rejected due to a non-significant F-test or the 

directions of the predicted relationships were not congruent with a priori theorising.  
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Table 4.29: Direct relationships: Results from the regression analysis (linear) 
Hypothesis: 

 

 

 

H1: A negative relationship is predicted between Affective 

Commitment and Intention to Quit. 

 

H2: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural 

Justice Input and Affective Commitment. 

 

H3: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural 

Justice Criteria and Affective Commitment. 

 

H4: A positive relationship is predicted between Interactional 

Justice and Affective Commitment. 

 

H5.1: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive 

Justice External and Affective Commitment. 

 

H5.2: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive 

Justice Internal and Affective Commitment. 

 

H6.1: A negative relationship is predicted between Distributive 

Justice External and Intention to Quit. 

 

H6.2: A negative relationship is predicted between Distributive 

Justice Internal and Intention to Quit. 

 

H7: A negative relationship is predicted between Procedural 

Justice Input and Intention to Quit. 

 

H8: A negative relationship is predicted between Procedural 

Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit. 

 

H9: A negative relationship is predicted between Interactional 

Justice and Intention to Quit. 

 

H14.1: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive 

Justice Internal and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

H14.2: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive 

Justice External and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

 

H15: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural 

Justice Input and Perceptions of Affirmative Action.  

 

H16: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural 

Justice Criteria and Perceptions of Affirmative Action.  

 

H17: A positive relationship is predicted between Interactional 

Justice and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. 

Beta value and 

statistical 

significance 

 

Β = -.676, p<.000 

 

 

Β = .394, p<.001 

 

 

Β = .343, p<.001 

 

 

Β = .367, p<.001 

 

 

Β = .212, p<.003 

 

 

Β = -.147, p<.039 

 

 

B = -.158, p<.026 

 

 

Β = .154, p<.031 

 

 

Β = -.423, p<.001 

 

 

Β = -.377, p<.001 

 

 

Β = -415, p<.001 

 

 

Β = -.421, p<.001 

 

 

Β = .024 p<.736 

 

 

Β = .056, p<.434 

 

 

Β = .052, p<.471 

 

 

Β = .051, p<.471 

R-squared value and 

F-test 

 

  

R2 = .505, 

F = 31.780, p<.001 

 

R2 = .155, 

F = 35.708, p<.001 

 

R2 = .117, 

F = 25.946, p<.001 

 

R2
 = .135, F = 30.739, 

p<.001 

 

R2 = .045, F = 9.257,  

p<.003 

 

R2 = .022, F = 4.337,  

p<.039 

 

R2 = .025, F = 4.999, 

p<.026 

 

R2 = .024, F = 4.716, 

p<.031 

 

R2 = .179, 

F = 41.736, p<.001 

 

R2 = .142, F = 32.069, 

p<.001 

 

R2 = .172, 

F = 40.547, p<.001 

 
 R2 = .177, 

F = 42.705, p<.001 

 

R2 = .001, F = 114,  

p<.736 

 

R2 = .003, F = .614,  

p<.434 

 

R2 = .003, F = .522, 

p<.471 

 

R2 = .003, F = .521,  

p<.471 

 

In Hypothesis 1, a negative relationship was predicted between Affective Commitment and 

Intention to Quit. Results from the regression analysis demonstrate that a statistically negative 
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significant result was obtained (Β = -.676, p<.000). This result indicates that empirical support 

was obtained for Hypothesis 1.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Affective 

Commitment. The results based on the regression analysis demonstrate that a small positive 

and statistically significant result was obtained (Β = .394, p<.001). This outcome indicates that 

empirical support was found for Hypothesis 2. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Affective Commitment. Results from the regression analysis indicate that a small positive and 

statistically significant result was obtained (Β = .343, p<.001). Thus, empirical support was 

found for Hypothesis 3.  

Hypothesis 4 predicted a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and Affective 

Commitment. The outcome of the regression analysis indicated that a small positive and 

significant result was obtained (Β = .367, p<.001). The result indicates that empirical support 

was obtained for Hypothesis 4.  

Hypothesis 5.1 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Affective Commitment. The results of the regression analysis indicated a small positive and 

statistically significant result (Β = .212, p<.003). Thus, support was found for Hypothesis 5.1.  

Hypothesis 5.2 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Affective Commitment. The results from the regression analysis that was conducted indicated 

a small negative and statistical significant result (Β = -.147, p<.030). Thus, empirical support 

was not found for Hypothesis 5.2 since a positive relationship was hypothesised. 

Hypothesis 6.1 predicted a negative relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Intention to Quit. The regression analysis results indicated a small negative and statistically 

significant result (Β = -.158, p<.026). Thus, empirical support was found for Hypothesis 6.1.  

Hypothesis 6.2 predicted a negative relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Intention to Quit. The results based on the regression analysis indicated a small positive and 

statistically significant result (Β = .154, p<.031). Hence, empirical support was not found for 

Hypothesis 6.2 since a negative relationship was originally hypothesised but a positive 

relationship was found. 
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Hypothesis 7 predicted a negative relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention 

to Quit. The results based on the regression analysis indicated a moderately negative and 

statistically significant result (Β = -.423, p<.001). Thus, empirical support was found for 

Hypothesis 7.  

Hypothesis 8 predicted a negative relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Intention to Quit. The results from the regression analysis that was conducted indicated a weak 

negative and statistically significant result (Β = -.377, p<.001). Thus, empirical support was 

found for Hypothesis 8. 

Hypothesis 9 predicted a negative relationship between Interactional Justice and Intention to 

Quit. The results based on the regression analysis indicated a moderately negative and 

statistically significant result (Β = -.415, p<.001). Thus, empirical support was found for 

Hypothesis 9. 

Hypothesis 14.1 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Results from the regression analysis suggested that a 

moderately negative and statistically significant result was found (Β = -.421, p<.001). This 

result indicated that empirical support was not found for Hypothesis 14.1 since the reported 

relationship was not congruent with the original hypothesised relationship.  

Hypothesis 14.2 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Results from the regression analysis indicated that a small 

positive and non-significant result was obtained (Β = .024, p<.736). This result indicated that 

empirical support was not found for Hypothesis 14.2.  

Hypothesis 15 predicted a positive relationship between Procedural Justice Input and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Results from the regression analysis indicated that a weak 

positive but non-significant result was found (Β = .056, p<.434). This result demonstrates that 

empirical support was not obtained for Hypothesis 15. 

Hypothesis 16 predicted a positive relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Results from the regression analysis demonstrated that a 

small positive and non-significant result was found (Β = .052, p<.471). This result indicates 

that empirical support was not found for Hypothesis 16.  
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Hypothesis 17 predicted a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and Perceptions 

of Affirmative Action. Results based on the regression analysis demonstrated that a small 

positive but non-significant result was found (Β = .051, p<.471). The results indicate that 

empirical support was not found for Hypothesis 17. 

 

4.6.2 Indirect relationships 

Hypothesis 10.1 predicted that the relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. The results from the regression 

analysis conducted demonstrated that the relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment (Β = .098, p<.001).  
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A) Direct pathway 

 

 

 

 

 

B) Indirect or mediated pathway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Mediation analysis between Distributive Justice Internal and Intention to Quit  
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Table 4.30: Coefficients for the mediating effect for Hypothesis 10.1 

Testing Paths Unstandardised 

Beta (B) 

Standard 

Error 

(SE) (B) 

Standardised 

Beta (B) 

Sr2 

Path c DV = Intention to Quit 

R2=.024, F = 4.716, p<.031 

IV: Distributive 

Justice Internal 

.130 .060 .154* 0.0237 

Path a DV: Affective Commitment 

R2=.022, F = 4.337, p<.039 

IV= Distributive 

Justice Internal 

-.163 .078 -.147 0.0216 

Paths b and c’ DV = Intention to Quit 

R2=.460, F = 82.467, p<.001 

IV: (c) .047 .045 .056 0.0031 

IV: (b) -.507 .041 -.667** 0.4448 

Total (a) * (b)   .098**  
SE refers to Standard Error 

Sr2 refers to Semi-Partial 

DV refers to Dependent Variable 

IV refers to Independent Variable 

R2 refers to the Coefficient of Determination 

* Refers to a significant result where p<.05 

** Refers to a significant result where p<.001 

 

The relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and Intention to Quit may be regarded 

as full mediation since this relationship changed from a statistically significant relationship in 

step 1 (Β = .154, p<.031) to a non-significant relationship in step 3 when the mediator variable 

Affective Commitment was included in the multiple regression equation (Β = .056, p<.298). 

This indicates that empirical support was found for Hypothesis 10.1 and the relationship 

between Distributive Justice Internal and Intention to Quit is fully mediated by Affective 

Commitment. The total indirect effect was 0.098, indicating that the indirect effect explained 

9.8% of the variance in the total mediation model when taking the impact of the direct effect 

into consideration. 

Hypothesis 10.2 predicted that the relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. The results based on the conducted 

regression analysis indicated that the relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment (Β = -.142, p<.001).  
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A) Direct pathway 

 

 

 

 

B) Indirect or mediated pathway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.3: Mediation analysis between Distributive Justice External and Intention to Quit 
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Table 4.31: Coefficients for the mediating effect for Hypothesis 10.2 

Testing Paths Unstandardised 

Beta (B) 

Standard 

Error 

(SE) (B) 

Standardised 

Beta (B) 

Sr2 

Path c DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.025, F = 4.999, p<.026 

IV: Distributive 

Justice External 

-.132 .059 .-158* 0.0249 

Path a DV: Affective Commitment 

R2 =.045, F = 9.257, p<.003 

IV= Distributive 

Justice External 

.233 .076 .212* 0.0449 

Paths b and c’ DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.457, F = 81.541, p<.001 

IV: (c) -.013 .045 -.016 0.0002 

IV: (b) -.511 .041 -.672** 0.4515 

Total (a) * (b)   -.142**  
SE refers to Standard Error 

Sr2 refers to Semi-Partial 

DV refers to Dependent Variable 

IV refers to Independent Variable 

R2 refers to the Coefficient of Determination 

* Refers to a significant result where p<.05 

** Refers to a significant result where p<.001 

 

The relationship between Distributive Justice External and Intention to Quit may be regarded 

as fully mediated since the relationship changed from a statistically significant relationship in 

step 1 (Β = -.158, p<.026) to a non-significant relationship in step 3 when the mediator variable 

Affective Commitment was included in the multiple regression equation (Β = -.016, p<.773). 

This indicated that empirical support was found for Hypothesis 10.2. The total indirect effect 

was -0.142, showing that the indirect effect displayed 14.2% of the variance in the total 

mediation model when considering the direct effect. 

Hypothesis 11 predicted that the relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention 

to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. The results from the regression analysis 

demonstrated that the relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to Quit is 

partially mediated by Affective Commitment (Β = -.238, p<.001).  
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A) Direct pathway 

 

 

 

 

B) Indirect or mediated pathway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4: Mediation analysis between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to Quit 
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Table 4.32: Coefficients for the mediating effect for Hypothesis 11 

Testing Paths Unstandardised 

Beta (B) 

Standard 

Error 

(SE) (B) 

Standardised 

Beta (B) 

Sr2 

Path c DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.179, F = 41.736, p<.000 

IV: Procedural 

Justice Input 

-.349 .054 -.423** 0.1789 

Path a DV: Affective Commitment 

R2 =.155, F = 35.708, p<.000 

IV= Procedural 

Justice Input 

.428 .072 .394** 0.1552 

Paths b and c’ DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.485, F = 90.065, p<.000 

IV: (c) -.153 .047 -.185** 0.0342 

IV: (b) -.458 .043 -.603** 0.3636 

Total (a) * (b)   -.238**  
SE refers to Standard Error 

Sr2 refers to Semi-partial 

DV refers to Dependent Variable 

IV refers to Independent Variable 

R2 refers to the Coefficient of Determination 

* Refers to a significant result where p<.05 

** Refers to a significant result where p<.001 

 

The relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to Quit may not be regarded 

as fully mediated since the relationship did not change from a statistically significant 

relationship in step 1 (Β = -.423, p<.001) to a non-significant result in step 3 when the mediator 

variable Affective Commitment was included in the multiple regression equation (Β = -.185, 

p<.001). However, the beta coefficient decreased significantly from -.423 in step one to -.185 

in step 3, which indicates that the relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention 

to Quit is only partially mediated by Affective Commitment. Therefore, empirical support was 

not found for Hypothesis 11. The total indirect effect was -0.238. This shows that the indirect 

effect explained 23.8% of the variance in the overall mediation model when taking the impact 

of the direct effect into account. 

Hypothesis 12 predicted that the relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention 

to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. The results from the regression analysis 

demonstrated that the relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit is 

partially mediated by Affective Commitment (Β = -.212, p<.001).  
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B) Indirect or mediated pathway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.5: Mediation analysis between Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit 
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Table 4.33: Coefficients for the mediating effect for Hypothesis 12 

Testing Paths Unstandardised 

Beta (B) 

Standard 

Error 

(SE) (B) 

Standardised 

Beta (B) 

Sr2 

Path c DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.142, F = 32.069, p<.001 

IV: Procedural 

Justice Criteria 

-.303 .054 -.377** 0.1421 

Path a DV: Affective Commitment 

R2 =.117, F = 25.946, p<.001 

IV= Procedural 

Justice Criteria 

.362 .071 .343** 0.1176 

Paths b and c’ DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.481, F = 88.831, p<.001 

IV: (c) -.133 .044 -.165* 0.0272 

IV: (b) -.471 .042 -.619** 0.3831 

Total (a) * (b)   -.212**  
SE refers to Standard Error 

Sr2 refers to Semi-Partial 

DV refers to Dependent Variable 

IV refers to Independent Variable 

R2 refers to the Coefficient of Determination 

* Refers to a significant result where p<.05 

** Refers to a significant result where p<.001 

 

The relationship Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit may not be regarded as fully 

mediated since this relationship did not change from a statistically significant relationship in 

step 1 (Β = -.377, p<.001) to a non-significant relationship in step 3 when the mediator variable 

Affective Commitment was included in the multiple regression equation (Β = -.165, p<.003). 

However, the beta coefficient decreased significantly from -.377 in step one to -.165 in step 3, 

which indicates that the relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria and Intention to Quit 

is partially mediated by Affective Commitment. This demonstrates that empirical support was 

not found for Hypothesis 12. The total indirect effect was -0.212, indicating that the indirect 

effect accounted for 21.2% of the variance in the total mediation model when considering the 

direct effect. 

Hypothesis 13 predicted that the relationship between Interactional Justice and Intention to 

Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. The results from the regression analysis conducted 

demonstrated that the relationship between Interactional Justice and Intention to Quit is 

partially mediated by Affective Commitment (Β = -.222, p<.001) 
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Figure 4.6: Mediation analysis between Interactional Justice and Intention to Quit 
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Table 4.34: Coefficients for the mediating effect for Hypothesis 13 

Testing Paths Unstandardised 

Beta (B) 

Standard 

Error 

(SE) (B) 

Standardised 

Beta (B) 

Sr2 

Path c DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.172, F = 40.547, p<.001 

IV: Interactional 

Justice 

-.358 .056 -.415** 0.1722 

Path a DV: Affective Commitment 

R 2=.135, F = 30.739, p<.001 

IV= Interactional 

Justice 

.417 .075 .367** 0.1346 

Paths b and c’ DV = Intention to Quit 

R2 =.489, F = 92.672, p<.001 

IV: (c) -.166 .048 -.193** 0.0372 

IV: (b) -.469 .042 -.605** 0.3660 

Total (a) * (b)   -.222**  
SE refers to Standard Error 

Sr2 refers to Semi-Partial 

DV refers to Dependent Variable 

IV refers to Independent Variable 

R2 refers to the Coefficient of Determination 

* Refers to a significant result where p<.05 

** Refers to a significant result where p<.001 

 

 

The relationship between Interactional Justice and Intention to Quit may not be regarded as 

fully mediated since the relationship did not change from a statistically significant relationship 

in step 1 (Β = -.415, p<.001) to a non-significant relationship in step 3 when the mediator 

variable Affective Commitment was included in the multiple regression equation (Β = -.193, 

p<.001). However, the beta coefficient decreased significantly from -.415 in step one to -.193 

in step 3, which indicates that the relationship between Interactional Justice and Intention to 

Quit is only partially mediated by Affective Commitment. Thus, empirical support was not 

found for Hypothesis 13. The total indirect effect was -0.222, indicating that the indirect effect 

explained 22.2% of the variance in the total mediation model when taking the impact of the 

direct effect into consideration. 

It was predicted that Affective Commitment is a mediator between Organisational Justice and 

Intention to Quit. It was found that the relationship between Distributive Justice Internal, 

Distributive Justice External and Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment.  
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4.7 SUMMARY 

The purpose of this chapter was to operationalise the primary hypotheses formulated in the 

literature review chapter. Chapter 4 initially explained how missing values were analysed and 

managed. This was followed by the results of the item analysis that determined reliability and 

the factor analysis that determined the validity of the measuring tools used. The substantive 

hypotheses were empirically tested by means of simple linear regression and multiple 

regression in the case of mediation analyses. The results indicated that support was found for 

most of the a priori hypotheses. However, empirical support was not found for some of the 

bivariate relationships.  

The findings are discussed in more detail in the following chapter, and specific reference is 

made to the hypotheses that did not receive empirical support. Chapter 5 also focuses on the 

limitations of the study and suggests avenues for future research emanating from the current 

study. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION OF RESULTS, LIMITATIONS OF THE 

STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

The primary research question in the study was centred around the relationship between the 

perceptions of affirmative action on organisational justice, commitment and intention to quit. 

The primary goal was to conceptualise a theoretical model that captures the intricate 

relationship between the aforementioned variables. Chapter 2 examined the relevant literature 

and laid the theoretical foundation for the theoretical model that was conceptualised and 

empirically tested. The literature examined the relationships between the following variables, 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action, Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice, Interactional 

Justice, Affective Commitment and Intention to Quit. Descriptions of the relationships between 

these variables culminated in a structural model that was operationalised with an ex post facto 

correlational research design. Chapter 3 described the sample and the methods used to collect 

and analyse the data. Chapter 4 presented the findings of the data analyses. The aim of the 

current chapter is to discuss the findings in more detail, specifically the hypotheses for which 

limited or no empirical support was found. Furthermore, this chapter provides a view of the 

limitations of the study, recommendations for future research and information for managers 

and organisations. 

 

5.2 AIM AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The focal variable in the current investigation was Intention to Quit. In the knowledge 

economy, human resources remain a strategic asset and their motivation and commitment are 

directly linked to the sustainability and success of organisations. However, turnover intentions 

are shaped by a myriad of factors that interact in a complex web of causal relationships that 

cannot be examined simultaneously. For this reason, the study focused on some of the most 

prevalent drivers of turnover intention in the South African context by specifically 

investigating the financial services industry.  
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This study unpacked certain variables that could have an impact on an employee’s view of 

organisational justice, which in turn could influence the employee’s perceptions of affirmative 

action, affective commitment and intention to quit. 

The overarching research objective claims that the proposed model depicted in Figure 4.1 

provides a valid account of the psychological mechanism that drives intention to quit among 

managers in the financial services industry. The theoretical model presented in Chapter 2 can 

be broken down into 21 specific direct and indirect hypotheses. The results of the statistical 

analyses are presented in the following section.  

  

5.3 SUMMARY OF THE RELIABILITY AND UNIDIMENSIONALITY OF THE 

MEASURING INSTRUMENT 

To determine the relationships between the variables and to have confidence in the findings, 

the measuring tools used to operationalise latent variables needed to be evaluated to ensure 

they were reliable and valid. Item analysis was used to determine the reliability of the 

measuring tool. Exploratory factor analysis was used to determine the unidimensionality and 

validity of the tool. A brief summary of the results are presented in the subsequent section.  

 

5.3.1 Summary of unidimensionality results  

Exploratory factor analysis was used to determine the unidimensionality of the subscales used 

to compile the overall measuring tool. The aim was to determine whether or not the items 

saliently loaded on a single dimension. Measures that were not unidimensional were split up, 

and problematic items were deleted in order to achieve simple factor models (Matsunaga, 

2010). In this study, EFA was used to confirm the dimensionality of the variables. Exploratory 

factor analysis could also be employed to assess the strength of the relationship between the 

latent variable and the indicator variables used to reflect the latent construct. In general, the 

factor structure of Intention to Quit, Affective Commitment, Interactional Justice, Procedural 

Justice Input and Procedural Justice Criteria seems to be unidimensional.  

Initially, the Affirmative Action subscale split into two factors, but only two items loaded on 

the second factor. It was, therefore, decided to delete these two items since they did not form a 
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theoretical sub-component of the Affirmative Action construct. The remaining items loaded on 

a single factor with robust factor loadings.  

Exploratory factor analysis indicated that Distributive Justice split into two subscales. When 

analysing the items further, it was confirmed that one factor focused on distributive justice 

from an internal perspective and the other from an external perspective. A decision was made 

to create two separate factors, Distributive Justice External (Factor 1) and Distributive Justice 

Internal (Factor 2). After splitting this scale, the two sub-dimensions were unidimensional. 

 

5.3.2 Summary of reliability results 

After each measure was subjected to EFA, the internal consistency of each measure was 

assessed with an item analysis. It is good practice to use measuring instruments that yield 

appropriate reliability and validity estimates in correlational research designs. The goal of item 

analyses is to assess the overall reliability of measures, and a normative cut-off value of .70 is 

typically indicative of a measure that is internally consistent (Pallant, 2010). 

The item analysis that was conducted confirmed that all measures yielded a reliability 

coefficient that was 0.70 or greater (.721 to .916). See Table 5.1. Therefore, it was confirmed 

that the measuring tool used in this study was reliable. 
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Table 5.1: Reliability analysis results of the subscales 

Subscale Number of 

scales 

Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Mean Variance  

 

 

Affirmative 

Action 

 

4 

 

.797 

 

19.2513 

 

19.724 

 

Distributive 

Justice External 

 

Distributive 

Justice Internal 

 

Procedural 

Justice Input 

 

Procedural 

Justice Criteria 

 

Interactional 

Justice 

 

Affective 

Commitment 

 

Intention to 

Quit 

 

4 

 

 

3 

 

 

7 

 

 

6 

 

 

8 

 

 

8 

 

 

6 

 

.812 

 

 

.721 

 

 

.905 

 

 

.916 

 

 

.915 

 

 

.870 

 

 

.840 

 

15.22 

 

 

8.83 

 

 

23.09 

 

 

21.28 

 

 

29.55 

 

 

37.0406 

 

 

18.1538 

 

20.706 

 

 

11.368 

 

 

64.498 

 

 

50.102 

 

 

77.004 

 

 

100.264 

 

 

32.420 

 

5.4 DISCUSSION OF THE DIRECT THEORETICAL RELATIONSHIPS 

The primary goal of the current study was to conceptualise a theoretical model that would 

depict the workings between Justice, Perceptions of Affirmative Action and Affective 

Commitment on Intention to Quit. The model proposed a number of direct and indirect 

relationships that are graphically depicted in Figure 5.1 below. 
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Figure 5.1: Graphical representation of proposed model 

 

Figure 5.1 provides an overview of the linkages for which support was found. As can be seen, 

none of the proposed relationships regarding the Perceptions of Affirmative Action received 

support. 
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Based on the empirical results, support was largely found for the proposed relationships that 

are indicated below. The following hypotheses survived the opportunity to be refuted and were 

thus supported by the data: 

Hypothesis 1: A negative relationship is predicted between Affective Commitment and 

Intention to Quit.  

Hypothesis 2: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice Input and 

Affective Commitment. 

Hypothesis 3: A positive relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Affective Commitment. 

Hypothesis 4: A positive relationship is predicted between Interactional Justice and Affective 

Commitment. 

Hypothesis 5.1: A positive relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice External and 

Affective Commitment. 

Hypothesis 6.1: A negative relationship is predicted between Distributive Justice External and 

Intention to Quit. 

Hypothesis 7: A negative relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice Input and 

Intention to Quit. 

Hypothesis 8: A negative relationship is predicted between Procedural Justice Criteria and 

Intention to Quit. 

Hypothesis 9: A negative relationship is predicted between Interactional Justice and Intention 

to Quit. 

The findings indicate that the proposed model is a credible representation of how justice, 

commitment and intention to quit interact in the world of work. However, almost no support 

was found for the relationships with Perceptions of Affirmative Action.  

To understand why support was not found for certain hypotheses, the author examined the 

available literature. 

Hypothesis 5.2 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Affective Commitment. The results indicated a negative statistically significant relationship, 
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which contradicted the original hypothesis. It is important to recruit and retain employees in 

such a way that they develop an emotional attachment to the organisation. However, in many 

organisations, this is not the case (Dockel, Basson, & Coetzee, 2006). For example, there are 

still perceptions of favouritism within internal recruitment practices and outcomes. 

Additionally, employees who have the knowledge and skills may still not experience the 

promotions or opportunities that other employees receive. This could be due to transformation 

efforts resulting from the affirmative action initiatives that have been implemented (Coetzee & 

Bezuidenhout, 2011). This may be particularly true regarding internal promotions and the 

allocation of resources. For example, white males could be experiencing lower levels of 

affective commitment because they may believe that policies and procedures in the 

organisation (especially those related to affirmative action) are just, but since such strategies 

are of no benefit to them, they may become more detached from the organisation. Thus, as 

perceptions of distributive justice increase, perceptions of affective commitment decrease. This 

may not be an unrealistic hypothesis since 23.4% of the sample consisted of white respondents 

who may not regard affirmative action as it is currently implemented in the organisation to be 

just and this, in turn, is likely to affect their affective commitment to the organisation. 

Hypothesis 6.2 predicted a negative relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Intention to Quit. The null hypothesis could not be rejected for this hypothesis since the results 

indicated a positive relationship between the two variables, which is contrary to previously 

published literature. Research suggests that distributive justice has a significant impact on an 

employee’s intention to leave the organisation. When employees feel that resources are not 

fairly distributed within the organisation, they may quit their current role or position and look 

for opportunities that distribute resources in a more just way. According to Ponnu and Chuah 

(2010) and Johan, Talib, Joseph, and Mooketsag (2013), if opportunities are unavailable or 

unattractive, employees may emotionally or mentally withdraw from the organisation, which 

could increase employees’ intention to quit.  

Based on these findings and the finding of a negative relationship between Distributive Justice 

External and Intention to Quit, it could be argued that the internal sub-dimension may capitalise 

on some nuanced feature of distributive justice that is dissimilar to the external dimension. 

When investigating the items that comprised Distributive Justice Internal, one can understand 

why there is a positive relationship between the construct and Intention to Quit. The items that 

comprised the dimension Distributive Justice Internal are as follows: Less qualified applicants 

are appointed/promoted; there are unrealistically high salaries for AA members; and Black 
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managers are given token positions. From this perspective, the results make sense because all 

three items capitalise on a lack of distributive justice, and most of the respondents in the sample 

ware from non-designated groups.  

This would explain the finding that an increase in perceived distributive injustice internally, 

especially the belief that opportunities are not distributed fairly among all employees in the 

organisation, increases employees’ intentions to leave. This may be particularly true in the 

current sample that included a large group of white males. 

Hypothesis 14.1 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. However, a negative relationship was found as discussed 

in Chapter 4. The reason for the negative relationship is probably similar to that of the previous 

hypotheses that included Distributive Justice Internal. Considering the items comprising 

Distributive Justice Internal, one can understand that the relationship with Perceptions of 

Affirmative Action is negative. However, perhaps an alternative explanation could be offered. 

Since affirmative action is contrary to the basic tenets of distributive justice, one can see why 

the relationship may be negative. Non-designated groups may feel that the affirmative action 

approach is reverse discrimination and, therefore, view the concept as unfair. From an 

affirmative action perspective, the way that resources and opportunities are distributed 

internally could, in reality, be increasing perceptions of injustice (Esterhuizen & Martins, 

2008).  

Hypothesis 14.2 predicted a positive relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. While the result was positive, it was not statistically 

significant. This means that the result could be due to chance and thus, further investigation is 

required to verify the relationship. In the current study, no support was found for the 

relationship. 

Hypothesis 15 predicted a positive relationship between Procedural Justice Input and 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Results indicated a small positive but non-statistically 

significant result. Similarly, Hypothesis 16 predicted a positive relationship between 

Procedural Justice Criteria and Perceptions of Affirmative Action. Again, a small positive but 

non-significant result was obtained. Literature suggests that when employees are given the 

opportunity to provide input in decisions and criteria regarding the way that affirmative action 

initiatives are implemented, they are more inclined to view affirmative action positively 

(Coetzee, 2005). In the current study, only a few respondents regarded affirmative action as 
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fair based on having input in the procedures followed when carrying out affirmative action 

initiatives. The more that respondents viewed the organisation as practising procedural justice, 

the more likely they were to consider affirmative action initiatives as fair. The respondents 

(higher management) who indicated that they had input in the decisions regarded the processes 

and criteria as fair and in turn viewed affirmative action as fair. However, other respondents 

may not have had input in the decisions or criteria used and, therefore, the result obtained was 

not significant.  

Hypothesis 17 predicted a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and Perceptions 

of Affirmative Action. A small positive but non-significant relationship was found. Research 

suggests that employees who are treated with dignity and respect and are given information 

about why things are done are likely to have a fair perception of affirmative action (Coetzee & 

Bezuidenhout, 2011). However, this result indicates that this idea may be wishful thinking. It 

is likely that the majority of the sample did not perceive affirmative action as just, which was 

specifically salient from the perspective of distributive justice, procedural justice and 

interactional justice. The results obtained were surprising since one would expect interactional 

justice and procedural justice to be positively related to perceptions of affirmative action. 

However, the perceptions probably depend on one’s group status. Unfortunately, the current 

study did not investigate the moderating effect of race and gender on the relationship between 

justice and affirmative action. However, this possibly provides important clues as to why all 

three relationships were found to be non-significant in the current study.  

It is also important to consider potential methodological reasons for the non-significant results. 

A Type 1 error (false-positive) arises if the null hypothesis is rejected when in reality, it is a 

true depiction of the population. A Type 11 error (false-negative) occurs when the null 

hypothesis is not rejected but should have been since in reality, it is not a true representation 

of the population (Banerjee, Chitnis, Jadhav, Bhawalker, & Chaudhury, 2009). Correlational 

studies with small sample sizes could be susceptible to Type 1 or Type 11 errors, and results 

should be interpreted carefully (Knudson & Lindsey, 2014). Due to the limited sample size in 

the current study, it is not possible to rule out the impact of Type II errors, suggesting that the 

null hypotheses that were not rejected should have been rejected in reality. From time to time, 

a sample may not be representative of the population by coincidence. When this happens, it 

means that the sample is not a true reflection of reality, which could lead to inaccurate 

inferences (Banerjee et al., 2009). Although type I and type II errors can never be avoided 

entirely, the investigator can reduce their likelihood by increasing the sample size (the larger 

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



122 
 

the sample, the lesser is the likelihood that it will differ substantially from the population). 

(Banerjee et al., 2009) 

 

5.5 DISCUSSION OF THE INDIRECT THEORETICAL RELATIONSHIPS 

The theoretical model conceptualised in Chapter 2 included a number of indirect effects in the 

form of mediated relationships. Empirical support was found for hypotheses 10.1 and 10.2. 

Each of the relationships are explained in the following section.  

Hypothesis 10.1 proposed that the relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. Empirical results demonstrated that 

the relationship between Distributive Justice Internal and Intention to Quit is fully mediated by 

Affective Commitment. This is an important finding since Affective Commitment acts as the 

relaying mechanism between Distributive Justice Internal and Intention to Quit. For managers, 

this is an interesting finding since low perceptions of distributive justice are likely to lead to 

intention to quit. However, high levels of Affective Commitment may intervene between 

Distributive Justice and Intention to Quit. 

Hypothesis 10.2 proposed that the relationship between Distributive Justice External and 

Intention to Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. Similar to Hypothesis 10.1, the 

relationship between Distributive Justice External and Intention to Quit was fully mediated by 

Affective Commitment. The psychological mechanism and practical implications of this 

finding is important for managers insofar as justice may lead to turnover intentions via affective 

commitment. Thus, organisations that promote affirmative action should try to promote 

affective commitment in order to reduce the impact on intention to quit. The findings from the 

current study indicate that employees do not regard affirmative action as fair from a distributive 

justice perspective. 

Hypothesis 11 proposed that the relationship between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to 

Quit is mediated by Affective Commitment. Based on the analysis conducted and reported in 

Chapter 4, the strength of the relationship decreased when Affective Commitment was added 

as a mediator to the relationship. However, the relationship between Procedural Justice Input 

and Intention to Quit was still statistically significant. This may suggest partial mediation of 

Affective Commitment between Procedural Justice Input and Intention to Quit. This result can 

be interpreted to mean that the direct relationship between Procedural Justice Input and 
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Intention to Quit is important, even when Affective Commitment is added as a mediator. This 

may suggest that higher levels of Procedural Justice Input are likely to lead to lower levels of 

Intention to Quit, even when a high level of Affective Commitment is present. This may 

indicate that Affective Commitment is not as potent a mediator in this relationship as it is in 

the relationship between Distributive Justice and Intention to Quit.  

Regarding the direct relationship, a negative relationship was predicted and found between 

Procedural Justice Input and Intention to Quit. This means that respondents who had an 

increase in Procedural Justice Input within the organisation had lower levels of Intention to 

Quit. This result remained the same whether Affective Commitment was added or not. 

Therefore, when investigating Affective Commitment as a mediator, affective commitment 

increases when people are able to give input in decisions in the organisation and in turn, 

decreases the intention to quit. The same view can be taken when considering why Affective 

Commitment did not mediate the relationship between Procedural Justice Criteria (Hypothesis 

12) and Interactional Justice (Hypothesis 13) and Intention to Quit. 

 

5.6 MANAGERIAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

High costs are associated with turnover of employees. Therefore, it is in the best interest of the 

organisation to implement or to enhance policies and practices that will decrease the turnover 

intention of employees. As organisations promote affirmative action in the workplace, it is 

particularly important not to alienate skilled and productive workers who do not belong to 

designated groups. This can be achieved through the manager’s understanding of the factors 

that contribute to the increase or decrease of an employee’s intention to quit. Additionally, by 

identifying and understanding these influences, managers will be better equipped to deal with 

the matter proactively, thus decreasing intention to quit as opposed to dealing with turnover 

costs. 

Affective Commitment was identified as the major predictor of Intention to Quit among 

employees. These insights can be built into managerial and people strategies to ensure 

interventions are implemented that reduce the intention to quit of employees. As reported by 

the study, the implementation of such strategies is predicted to increase the affective 

commitment levels of employees and to reduce their intention to quit. Ultimately, it is 

suggested that organisations enhance affective commitment among their employees. This may 
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be difficult while trying to promote affirmative action and workplace diversity. In this regard, 

organisations need to ensure that they apply fair policies regarding interactional and procedural 

justice. However, the results of this study suggest that this may not be enough if employees 

perceive affirmative action as an unfair form of distributive justice. 

In addition to managers’ understanding of the various factors, management should be trained 

to implement interventions that will enhance employees’ affective commitment and diminish 

their intentions to quit. The proposed model indicated the internal workings between 

Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice, Interactional Justice and how these variables are linked 

to Affective Commitment and Intention to Quit. Overwhelming support was found for the 

mediating role of affective commitment between justice perceptions and intention to quit. 

Herein lies an important practical implication for managers – an emotional attachment to the 

organisation must be fostered since such an attachment is likely to mediate a subordinate’s 

intention to quit. Affirmative action as a prominent legal lever used in post-apartheid South 

African society to redistribute wealth and opportunities among more equitable lines still applies 

and is unlikely to be phased out in the near future. Thus, managers should equip themselves 

with strategies to attract the best candidates from designated groups without alienating 

competent and high-performing individuals from non-designated groups.  

Based on the results obtained, Distributive Justice Internal, Procedural Justice Input, 

Procedural Justice Criteria and Interactional Justice demonstrated a negative relationship with 

Affirmative Action. It is suggested that organisations ensure that the affirmative action plans 

that they implement are fair, transparent and defensible. According to Esterhuizen and Martins 

(2008) and Kovach, Kravitz, and Hughes (2004), the only approach for organisations to 

promote equity and diversity in a way that reduces perceptions of reverse discrimination is to 

be fair and transparent. Another aspect that needs to be considered is Employment Equity and 

Affirmative Action training to explain the importance and the reasons for these initiatives. 

Employees are more likely to view the initiatives as positive if they understand why they are 

necessary. Organisations should also follow an integrated approach. According to Esterhuizen 

and Martins (2008), the focus should be on applying best practice that includes training and 

development, transparent communication and fair processes in addition to creating an inclusive 

and diverse culture. These best practices should be based on distributive justice, procedural 

justice and interactional justice while ensuring that they abide by legislation. 
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5.7 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE STUDY 

While the study displayed valuable insights into certain factors that have a direct influence on 

intention to quit and affective commitment, it is important to highlight the limitations of the 

study.  

A limitation of this research is that the study made use of a self-report measure. McDonald 

(2008) highlighted a number of challenges associated with self-report measures. Self-reports 

can be susceptible to response bias, with respondents attempting to present themselves 

favourably through their answers rather than demonstrating how they truly feel or what they 

really perceive. Other tendencies associated with self-report measures involve ‘acquiescent’ 

responding (McDonald, 2008). This occurs when respondents agree with a statement in the 

measure without trying to understand what it means. Furthermore, self-reports may be prone 

to ‘extreme responding’. In such cases, respondents agree/disagree with the extreme ends of 

the Likert scales without giving the statement full consideration. These tendencies create 

concern since they will affect the validity of the measure. Extreme responding may be a type 

of defence mechanism, especially when reflecting on sensitive issues such as race, affirmative 

action and identity.  

Perhaps the most important methodological limitation is related to mono-method bias, also 

known as common-method variance (Spector, 2006). This refers to using the same method for 

assessing all variables. In this study, questionnaires were mainly used to collect the data. This 

type of bias has important implications for the overall validity of the results of the study. There 

are two reasons for this. Firstly, mono-method bias influences the numbers that are generated. 

For example, if a socially sensitive issue is investigated, respondents who are high in social 

desirability will be likely to underreport on the negative aspects. Secondly, if the same method 

is used to assess two variables with a common source of bias, it is likely that the correlation 

will be inflated (Chen, Dai, Spector, & Jex, 1997; Spector, 2006). Hence, it is suggested that 

methods to reduce these tendencies are considered. To combat these tendencies and to decrease 

the effects of acquiescence bias, the construction of the questionnaire can be improved by 

balancing the scoring key of the survey (McDonald, 2008; Paulhus & Vazire, 2007). 

The limitations associated with the generalisability of the study to the broader industry must 

also be considered. The population was selected from one organisation within the financial 

services sector. This means that the results of the study cannot be generalised to other 

organisations within the financial services sector. Therefore, it is suggested that multiple 
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organisations are included in future research so that the results are more representative of the 

greater population. Furthermore, non-probability sampling was used in selecting the sample. 

Being able to identify possible bias is considered a limitation of this approach since bias can 

affect the overall validity of the results. It is recommended that future research make use of 

probability sampling to increase control over possible bias within the study. A cross-sectional 

design was used to collect data in this study. Because data is collected at a certain point in time, 

causal conclusions cannot be considered as more than inferences. In order to reduce these 

limitations, future research should make use of the longitudinal study approach. This approach 

is preferred for analysing causality because factors investigated can be measured over a period 

of time as opposed to the collection being a once-off event (Moorman, 1991; Samuel, 2017). 

Another limitation is that a quantitative research design was used in this study. Quantitative 

data collection is associated with limited outcomes since it often makes use of closed-ended 

responses within the questionnaire. This means that there is no opportunity for further probing 

and understanding perceptions to enrich data. It is suggested that future studies make use of 

qualitative methods such as interviews or focus groups in order to enrich the data for greater 

understanding of the results. The use of the ex post facto research approach meant that the 

variables could not be directly manipulated and thus, the influence of the independent variable 

on the dependant variables could not be controlled (Johnson, 2001). This limitation could be 

decreased by the use of longitudinal studies that have greater ability to test for causality 

(Moorman, 1991; Siwela, 2018). 

Only six variables were evaluated and tested in this research study. Therefore, verification of 

which factors ultimately predict intention to quit was limited. It is suggested that additional 

constructs are investigated to determine other factors that could predict intention to quit of 

employees within the organisation. 

Finally, it may be fruitful to include race and gender as possible moderators in the proposed 

theoretical model. In the current study, it became apparent that perceptions of affirmative action 

and distributive justice probably depend on the group membership of the respondents. Persons 

who are part of a designated group may experience distributive justice very differently from 

persons who are part of a non-designated group. Thus, the findings are largely dependent on 

group membership and are, therefore, not universally applicable. 
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5.8 CONCLUSION 

The main aim of the research initiative was to determine the complex interactions between 

procedural justice, interactional justice, distributive justice, intention to quit and affective 

commitment. The empirical results largely supported the validity of the proposed model. 

Although these variables are well researched, the researcher is unaware of another study that 

modelled the variables in this particular format.  

As previously highlighted, the research aims to steer organisations to compile and implement 

intention to quit strategies that specifically focus on aspects of affective commitment. The 

current research suggests that employees who are affectively committed to the organisation 

demonstrate a decreased intention to quit the organisation. Furthermore, the study recommends 

that employers need to make a greater effort in implementing fair, transparent and integrated 

affirmative action initiatives so that employees can fully understand affirmative action and 

perceive the policy more favourably. In this regard, distributive justice, procedural justice and 

interactional justice can play important roles in shaping perceptions of affirmative action. 

However, the research findings suggest that affirmative action is regarded as a violation of 

distributive justice and high interaction and that procedural justice is unlikely to mitigate these 

relationships to a significant degree. Turnover intentions may be amplified when affirmative 

action is implemented and employees are not experiencing interaction and procedural justice 

in its application. Research suggests that if perceptions of fairness are in place, employees 

would be more inclined to feel affectively commitment to the organisation and have fewer 

intentions to leave the organisation. 
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Appendix B: Cover letter 

 

Dear Participant 
 

You are invited to participate in a study on affirmative action.  The purpose of this study 

is to identify issues which influence the fairness of affirmative action. 

Although affirmative action has been widely researched, little is known of how 
perceptions and assumptions of affirmative action and fairness affect the commitment 
of employees and increase their intention to quit.  In order to determine how successful 

Financial Institutions has managed affirmative action, the department of Industrial 
Psychology wishes to obtain information about employees’ perceptions on, 
assumptions about and attitudes towards affirmative action. Furthermore, we wish to 

investigate how these perceptions may affect their organisational commitment and 
intention to quit. 

You  are  part  of  a  selected  sample  of  employees  who  are  requested  to  complete  
the enclosed questionnaire. We know how valuable your time is and appreciate your 
efforts. The completion of the questionnaire should, however, take you no longer than 

30-45 minutes. Your inputs will play a valuable part in our efforts to gain valuable 
insights into matters of Affirmative Action. 
 

The processing of research results is undertaken by the University of the Western Cape 

and the results will be communicated to parties directly involved within the study only. 
The results will be utilized as an input for further management practices and decisions 
within the Financial Sector. 

Your responses will be treated as confidential.   

 

Thank you for assisting us in this survey.  

 

Ms L Malyon 

Lindy.malyon@gmail.com 

UWC: Department of Industrial Psychology 
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Appendix C: Questionnaire 

 

Please indicate your status regarding each of the following statements by completing the field or 
placing an X opposite the statements that is most applicable to you. 
 
The information will be treated confidentially. To ensure valid results, it is important that you 
respond honestly to all the questions, reflecting your own opinions and perceptions only.  
 
Please do not omit any questions. 
 

Section A: 

Personal Particulars (Please tick the appropriate box) 

 
Age: ___________________ 

 

Gender: 

Male  Female  

 

Race: 

White  

African/ Black  

Coloured  

Indian  

Other  

 

Highest Qualification obtained: 

Grade 12  

Certificate  

Diploma  

B-Degree  

Honours or equivalent  

Masters  

Doctorate  

Other  

 

Tenure: 

0-1 year  

1-3 year  

3-10 years  

10-15 years  

15 years +  
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Staff Category: 
 
Top Management  

Middle Management   

Supervisory Level  

Intermediate Level  

Entry Level  

 
 
 
 
Please answer the following questions about your supervisor 
 

1. Ethnicity of supervisor  
 

Black  

White  

Coloured  

Indian  

 
 

2. Gender of supervisor 
 

Male  Female  

 
 
***Please turn the page 
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SECTION B 

 

Perceptions of Affirmative Action 

 

Instruction: 

Please select the appropriate box based on your perceptions for the 

following statements. Please answer all items. 

(Based on Coetzee & Bezuidenhout’s scale) 

 

   Strongly Disagree…………………..Strongly Agree 

 B1 Interactional Justice (IJ) 

B.1.1 
 1 

The Value of AA employees 

are recognised  
      

B.1.2 
2 

The capabilities of AA 

employees are recognised  
      

B.1.3 

3 

AA employees are guided in 

respect of realistic career 

expectations  

      

B.1.4 
4 

Employees are informed about 

the EE policy  
      

B.1.5 
5 

Supervisors are trained to 

manage diversity  
      

 

B.1.6 6 
AA Culture is accommodated 

when socialising  
      

B.1.7 
7 

Accurate and complete record 

are available  
      

B.1.8 
8 

Employees are informed about  

EE implications for careers  
      

 B.2      Procedural Justice-input (PJi) 

B.2.9 
9 

All employees careers are 

regarded as equally important  
      

B.2.10 
10 

There are opportunities to 

appeal  
      

B.2.11 
11 

There are equal chances to 

influence selection decisions 
      

B.2.12 
12 

There are joint decision-

making 
      

B.2.13 
13 

There are mechanisms to 

protect against discrimination 
      

B.2.14 
14 

Are rules/ procedures applied 

strictly and consistently 
      
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   Strongly Disagree…………………...Strongly Agree 

B.2.15 
15 

Are systems adjusted in order 

to integrate AA employees 
      

 B.3         Procedural Justice- Criteria (PJc) 

B.3.16 
16 

Selection Criteria are applied 

consistently 
      

B.3.17 
17 

Accurate Performance data are 

used for evaluation 
      

B.3.18 
18 

Same performance standards 

are used 
      

B.3.19 
19 

Predetermined, job-related 

selection criteria are used 
      

B.3.20 
20 

More than one performance 

appraiser is used 
      

B.3.21 
21 

Disciplinary action is applied 

strictly and consistently 
      

 B4 Distributive Justice (DJ) 

B.4.22 
22 

Black managers are given 

token positions 
      

B.4.23 
23 

AA employees are trained to 

replace the job holder 
      

B.4.24 
24 

There are unrealistically high 

salaries for AA members 
      

B.4.25 
25 

Less qualified are appointed/ 

promoted 
      

B.4.26 

26 

AA people are recruited 

through provisions in 

advertisement 

      

B.4.27 
27 

The EE plan and workforce 

profile are used to appoint 
      

B.4.28 

28 

There are a focus on the 

development/advancement of 

AA employees 

      

B.4.29 
29 

Criteria (Gender, ethnicity) are 

used to appoint 
      
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 Strongly 

Disagre

e 

Moderately 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Moderately 

agree 

Strongl

y agree 

  SAQA 

B.5.30 

30 

There should be preferential 

hiring and promotion of black 

South Africans in employment 

(SAQA) 

      

B.5.31 

31 

There should be preferential 

hiring and promotion of 

women in employment 

(SAQA) 

      

B.5.32 
32 

AA policy is contributing to a 

more unified society (SAQA) 
      

B.5.33 
33 

AA policy is creating a more 

skilled workforce (SAQA) 
      

  Valuing Individual Differences 

B.6.34 

34 

People who value diversity 

respect others’ individual 

differences. 

      

B.6.35 

35 

Organizations that value 

diversity provide advancement 

and career development 

opportunities for all high 

quality employees. 

      

B.6.36 

36 

Employees would feel free to 

express their diverse 

backgrounds in an organization 

that values diversity. 

      

B.6.37 
37 

Valuing diversity means to 

value individual differences. 
      

 

B.6.38 

38 

Organizations that value 

diversity should offer equal 

employment opportunities to 

all people regardless of race, 

national origin, religion, sex or 

age. 

 

      

B.6.39 

39 

Employees would be allowed 

to observe their own religious 

and ethnic holidays in 

organizations that value 

diversity. 

 

      

B.6.40 

40 

Valuing diversity in the 

workplace means 

understanding people who are 

different from you. 

      
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Strongly 

disagree 
Moderately 

disagree 
Slightly 

disagree 
Slightly 

agree 
Moderately 

agree 
Strongl

y agree 

B.6.41 

41 

One would expect ethnic foods 

to be served in an organization 

that values diversity. 

      

B.6.42 

42 

Your unique characteristics 

should be valued in an 

organization that values 

diversity. 

 

 

      

B.6.43 

43 

In an organization that values 

diversity, employees from 

diverse backgrounds would 

feel comfortable working with 

each other. 

 

 

      

B.6.44 

44 

You could be yourself in an 

organization that values 

diversity. 

 

 

      

B.6.45 

45 

You would have equal 

employment opportunities in 

an organization that values 

diversity.  

 

      

Affirmative Action 

B.7.40 

46 

Organizations will benefit 

most by selecting high quality 

employees who represent the 

majority of the population. (R) 

 

      

B.7.41 

47 

Valuing diversity refers to 

valuing only members of the 

workforce who are different 

from their white male 

counterparts. (R) 

      

 

B.7.42 

48 

Organizations that value 

diversity are as committed to 

black male employees as they 

are to minority employees. 

 

 

      

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



156 
 

 

 
 

 Strongly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree  

Moderately 

agree 

Strongl

y agree 

B.7.43 

49 

Valuing diversity is just 

another name for meeting 

employment equity targets. (R) 

 

      

B.7.44 

50 

The concept of diversity is just 

a fad and organizations would 

be wise to ignore it. (R) 

 

      

B.7.45 

51 

The cost of recruiting, hiring 

and training a diverse 

workforce is far too costly to 

be beneficial to most 

organizations. (R) 

 

      

Competitive Edge 

B.8.52 

52 

The more similar employees 

are to one another, the more 

productive the organization 

will be. (R) 

      

B.8.53 

53 

Organizations that value 

diversity are likely to require 

diversity training for all 

employees. 

      

B.8.54 

54 

An organization that hires 

many different types of people 

(e.g. different races, sexes, 

national backgrounds) will 

have a competitive edge over 

organizations that hire only 

one type of person. 

      

B.8.55 
55 

Valuing diversity is crucial to 

organizational success. 
      

B.8.56 

56 

Organizations should capitalize 

on a diverse workforce. 

 
      
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SECTION C 

Organisational Justice 

 

Instruction: 

Please select the appropriate box based on your perceptions for the 

following statements. Please answer all items. 

 (Niehoff, Brian P., and Moorman, Robert H. (1993) and deontic scale added- 21 to 44) 

 

  

 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly  

Agree 

 Distributive Justice 

C.1.1 1. My work schedule is 

fair 
     

C.1.2 2. I think that my level of 

pay is fair. 
     

C.1.3 3. I consider my work 

load to be quite fair 
     

C.1.4 4. I feel that my job 

responsibilities is fair. 
     

C.1.5 5. Overall the rewards I 

receive here quite fair. 
     

 Procedural Justice 

C.2.6 6. Job decisions are made 

by the manager in a 

biased manner. 

     

C.2.7 7. My manager makes 

sure that all employee 

concerns are heard 

before Job decisions 

are made. 

     

C.2.8 8. To make job decisions, 

my manager collects 

accurate and complete 

information 

     

C.2.9 9. My manager clarifies 

decisions and provides 

additional information 

when requested by 

employees. 

     
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C.2.10 10. All jobs decisions are 

applied consistently to 

all affected employees. 

     

C.2.11 11. Employees are allowed 

to challenge or appeal 

job decisions made by 

their managers. 

     

 Interactional Justice 

C.3.12 12. When decisions are 

made about my job, the 

manager treats me with 

kindness and 

consideration. 

     

C.3.13 13. When decisions are 

made about my job, the 

manager treats me with 

respect and dignity. 

     

C.3.14 14. When decisions are 

made about my job, the 

manager is sensitive to 

my personal needs. 

     

C.3.15 15. When decisions are 

made about my job, the 

manager deals with me 

in a truthful manner. 

     

C.3.16 16. When decisions are 

made about my job, the 

manager shows 

concern for my right as 

employee. 

     

C.3.17 17. Concerning decisions 

made about my job, the 

manager discusses with 

me the implications of 

the decisions. 

     

C.3.18 18. The manager offers 

adequate justification 

for decisions made 

about my job. 

     

C.3.19 19. When making 

decisions about my job, 

the manager offers 

explanations that make 

sense to me. 

     

C.3.20 20. My manager explains 

very clearly any 
     
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decisions made about 

my job. 

 Deontic Justice 

C.4.1 Moral Obligation 

C.4.1.21 21. I have a moral 

obligation to treat 

others fairly 

     

C.4.1.22 22. Treating others fairly 

should be a moral 

obligation for 

everyone. 

     

C.4.1.23 23. Treating people with 

respect and dignity is a 

moral obligation 

     

C.4.1.24 24. I have a moral 

obligation to uphold 

the principles of 

fairness. 

     

C.4.1.25 25. It is important for me 

to see that others are 

treated fairly. 

     

C.4.1.26 26. For me, treating others 

fairly is a moral duty. 
     

C.4.1.27 27. Fairness is a moral 

virtue 
     

C.4.1.28 28. I deeply care about 

fairness. 
     

 C.4.2 Moral Accountability 

   
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

C.4.2.30 30. People who treat others 

unfairly should be held 

accountable 

     

C.4.2.31 31. It is important to hold 

people accountable for 

their failure to follow 

fairness rules 

     

C.4.2.32 32. People should be 

confronted when they 

act unfairly 

     

C.4.2.33 33. Violators of fairness 

should be held 

accountable. 

     
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C.4.2.34 34. It is important to 

identify violators if 

fairness. 

     

C.4.2.35 35. Being held accountable 

should be a must when 

people act unfairly 

     

 C.4.3 Moral Outrage 

C.4.3.36 36. I feel sad when I see 

others being unfairly 

treated. 

     

C.4.3.37 37. It bothers me when I 

see that others are not 

fairly treated. 

     

C.4.3.38 38. I feel saddened by 

injustices done to 

others. 

     

C.4.3.39 39. I am concerned by 

unfairness done to 

others. 

     

 C.4.4 Willingness to punish 

C.4.4.40 40. People who treat others 

unfairly should resign 

from their positions. 

     

C.4.4.41 41. People who treat others 

unfairly should be 

demoted. 

     

C.4.4.42 42. People who treat others 

unfairly must never be 

promoted to higher 

positions 

     

C.4.4.43 43. Tolerating people who 

act unfairly should not 

be an option 

     

C.4.4.44 44. People who act 

unfairly should lose 

their jobs. 

     
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Organisational Commitment Questionnaire 

(Meyer and Allen’s scale) 

 

Instruction: 

Please select the appropriate box based on your perceptions for the 

following statements. Please answer all items. 

 

  
Strongly 

Disagre

e 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Disagre

e 

Neutral 
Slightly 

Agree 

 

Moderatel

y 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 Affective Commitment 

D.1.1 

1. 

I would be happy to spend the 

rest of my career with this 

organisation. 

       

D.1.2 

2. 

I enjoy discussing my 

organization with people 

outside it 

       

D.1.3 

3. 

I really feel as if this 

organization's problems are my 

own 

       

D.1.4 

4. 

I think that I could easily 

become as attached to another 

organization as I am to this one 

(R) 

       

D.1.5 
5. 

I do not feel like 'part of the 

family' at my organization (R) 
       

D.1.6 

6. 

I do not feel 'emotionally 

attached' to this organization 

(R) 

       

D.1.7 

7. 

This organization has a great 

deal of 

personal meaning for me 

       

D.1.8 

8. 

I do not feel a strong sense of 

belonging to my organization 

(R) 

 

       

 Continuance Commitment 

D.2.9 

9. 

I am not afraid of what might 

happen if I quit my job without 

having another one lined up 

(R) 

       
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D.2.10 

10. 

It would be very hard for me to 

leave my organization right 

now, even if I wanted to 

       

D.2.11 

11. 

Too much in my life would be 

disrupted if I decided I wanted 

to leave my organization now 

       

D.2.12 

12. 

It wouldn't be too costly for me 

to leave my organization now 

(R) 

       

D.2.13 

13. 

Right now, staying with my 

organization is a matter of 

necessity as much as desire 

       

D.2.14 

14. 

I feel that I have too few 

options to consider leaving this 

organization 

       

D.2.15 

15. 

One of the few serious 

consequences of leaving this 

organization would be the 

scarcity of available 

alternatives 

       

D.2.16 

16. 

One of the major reasons I 

continue to work for this 

organization is that leaving 

would require considerable 

personal sacrifice — another 

organization may not match 

the overall benefits I have here 

       

 Normative Commitment 

D.3.16 

17. 

I think that people these days 

move from company to 

company too often. 

       

D.3.17 

18. 

I do not believe that a person 

must always be loyal to his or 

her organization (R) 

       

D.3.18 

19. 

Jumping from organization to 

organization does not seem at 

all unethical to me (R) 

       

D.3.19 

20. 

One of the major reasons I 

continue to work for this 

organization is that I believe 

that loyalty is important and 

therefore feel a sense of moral 

obligation to remain 

       

D.3.20 

21. 

If l got another offer for a 

better job elsewhere I would 

not feel it was right to leave 

my organization 

       
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D.3.21 

22. 

I was taught to believe in the 

value of remaining loyal to one 

organization 

       

D.3.22 

23. 

Things were better in the days 

when people stayed with one 

organization for most of their 

careers 

       

D.3.23 

24. 

I do not think that wanting to 

be a 'company man' or 

'company woman' is sensible 

anymore (R) 

       
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Section C: Turnover Intention  

TURNOVER INTENTION SCALE (TIS) 

 

Copyright © 2004, G. Roodt 

 

The following section aims to ascertain the extent to which you intend to stay at the 

organisation. 

 

Please read each question and indicate your response using the scale provided for each 

question: 

 

DURING THE PAST 9 MONTHS….. 

 

 

  

DURING THE PAST 9 MONTHS….. 

 

Never-------------------------------------------

-----------Always 

E.1 1. How often have you considered 

leaving your job? 
     

E.4 4. How often are you frustrated when not 

given the opportunity at work to 

achieve your personal work-related 

goals? 

     

E.6 6. How often do dream about getting 

another job that will better suit your 

personal needs? 

     

E.8 8. How often do you look forward to 

another day at work? (R) 
     

 

 

 To no extent------------------------To a 

very large extent 

E.3 3. To what extent is your current job 

satisfying your personal needs? (R) 
     

 

 

 Highly unlikely-------------------------------

- Highly Likely 

E.7 7. How likely you are to accept another 

job at the same compensation are level 

should it be offered to you? 

     
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If you have any comments, please share them with us: 

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------- 

 

 

Thank you for completing the Questionnaire 
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