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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background/Importance of the Study

The tourism industry is multifaceted, as it involves a great number of
stakeholders, including those involved in transportation. There are various forms of
transportation — bus, rail, ship and air — with air transportation becoming the most
popular and common beginning in the latter half of the 20" century. The demand for
air travel has rapidly increased in recent decades because of its convenience, speed and
the founding of budget airlines that have made air travel a better deal than ever before.

According to statistics from the International Air Transportation
Association (IATA), there are more than 230 airlines around the world, a number that
makes the airline industry fiercely competitive. These airlines compete against each
other by providing good products and services for passengers, but in this highly
competitive environment, airlines must utilize every single resource that they have on
hand in order to compete with other airlines. Much research has shown that what
passengers need from airlines is safety, timely performance, convenient flight
schedules, and, most importantly, quality service from all of the airline staff with
whom passengers come into contact.

W. Edwards Deming once said, “Quality of the service is defined by the
customer. It is whatever the customer says that it is” (Fuchs, 2010). The importance of
this remark with respect to the current study is that the customer is the only one who
can judge the in-flight service delivered by flight attendants. According to the
customer-driven quality concept, the flight attendant must provide service that meets
and exceed passengers’ expectations in order to satisfy them. During the moment of
truth — each instance of contact with the customer — the flight attendants have the
ability to either satisfy or dissatisfy passengers (2010). Although reservation, check-in,
and ground handling staff all meet with passengers, they do so for only a short period

of time and for a specific purpose, while flight attendants must interact with the
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passengers more often and for more time, especially in long haul flights (Lim, 1996, p.
17). Flight attendants work as frontline staff to play a crucial role in directly delivering
in-flight services as well as interacting with passengers. The airlines devote massive
resources to the training of their flight attendants in the expectation of maximizing the
quality of in-flight service delivery to passengers (Chen, 2006, p. 274).

The service organization is a people business that consists of people
serving people. The management of outstanding service organizations in the new era
focuses on the frontline staff and customers. Successful service managers pay attention
to the factors that drive profitability. They concern the impact of employee
satisfaction, loyalty and productivity on the value of the products and services
delivered so they can build customer satisfaction and loyalty and assess the
corresponding impact on profitability and growth (Jones, Sasser, Heskett, Schlesiger,
& Loveman, 2008). According to the concept of the service-profit chain proposed by
Jones et al (2008), it developed from analyses of successful service organizations,
placing “hard” values on “soft” measures. It helps managers to put the investment and
effort into the right place: employees. It will improve service quality and increase
satisfaction levels for maximum competitive impact, and also differentiate the
company from its competitors which means the revenue growth and profitability of the
company.

Figure 1.1 depicts the linkages of employee satisfaction and customer

satisfaction and its consequences which can be explained as follows:
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Operating Strategy and
Service Delivery System

A A T

Employee Revenue
Retention Growth

Ig;f\';?:: Employee Es)gf\,rir:;zl Customer Customer

.~ [ | Satisfaction | Satisfaction [ >| Loyalty
Quality Value
Employe_e y —

Productivity Profitability

o workplace design 0 service concept: Oretention

job design results for customers Orepeat business

O employee selection Oreferral

and development
O employee rewards

and recognition 0 service designed and delivered to
tools for serving customers meet targeted customers’ needs

Figure 1.1: Service-Profit Chain Model: the linkages of employee satisfaction and
customer satisfaction and its consequences

Source: Harvard Business Review (July-August 2008)

e Revenue growth and profitability are driven by customer loyalty.

e Customer loyalty is the consequence of customer satisfaction.

e Customers are satisfied when they receive the value of services that meet

their needs and expectations.

e A high level of service is created by loyal and productive employees.

e Employee satisfaction can be built from good internal service quality,

which includes working environment, job design and other HR policies.

As such, job satisfaction is one of the main focuses of this research as it can
help the company to be competitive. However, from another perspective,
organizational commitment is also important as its consequences are retention,
attendance and job productivity, which means if employees have a commitment
toward the organization, they tend to stay with the company longer (high retention
level and low turnover rate), and have better attendance and increased job productivity
(McNeese-Smith, 1995). Consequently, this situation will create a high level of
services delivered to the customers. Empirical evidence suggests that job satisfaction

is related to organizational commitment (Brown & Peterson, 1994). Thus, this research
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will also examine the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment.

This research will use Thai Airways as a case study because Thai Airways is a
state enterprise company, as the finance ministry is the main shareholder, and is
considered an international airline, flying to more than 80 destinations worldwide with
its workforce of 24,367 people and fleet of 89 aircraft. Thai Airways International has
to compete with local as well as other international airlines. In order to put Thai
Airways at a competitive advantage, this research will measure the level of job
satisfaction and organizational commitment among flight attendants of Thai Airways
and will also identify the influencing factors that impact job satisfaction and
organizational commitment that will help the policymakers of Thai Airways create
policies and working condition that match the needs of its employees. As such, this
research will help Thai Airways be competitive in terms of in-flight service and will

help the company experience growth in revenue and profit.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

As mentioned earlier, competition in the airline industry is fierce, with
every airline trying to deliver the highest possible level of service to its passengers.
Since the highest value of service would come from satisfied and committed
employees, it might be assumed that the lower the value of service, the lower the level
of job satisfaction and organizational commitment. This seems to be a problem of Thai
Airways, as the results from many surveys have suggested that the service ranking of
Thai Airways has declined each year in recent years.

Table 1.1: List of the third parties ranking award in the airline industry

Conde Naste Business Traveler Travel & Leisure Skytrax
Travel (Asia-Pacific)
Home base United Kingdom Hong Kong United States United Kingdom

Established 1998 1992 N/A 1998
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Table 1.1: List of the third parties ranking award in the airline industry (Cont.)

Conde Naste Business Traveler Travel & Leisure Skytrax
Travel (Asia-Pacific)
Website www.cntraveller.com Magazine only v travelandleture - www.airlinequality.
.com com
Methodolo e Questionnaires e Questionnaires Online e Online &
ay available to all distributed to questionnair via e-mail
readers (16- readers e were questionn
page partial e  Checked the developed aire
edition of the response rate by Harris e Interview
survey or . Poll completed Interactive
secure web by July 31 Subscribers
site) are invited
e Rated to
Excellent, participate
Very good, Scale of 1
Good, Fair, (poor) to 5
Poor (excellent)

The table above provides details of each third party that conducts the

annual survey to measure the performance of the airlines in this world. In-flight

service is one of the main criteria in each award. In the past three years (2007-2009),

the ranking of Thai Airways has declined, as shown in figure 2. The ranking of Thai

Airways improved in 2008 of Travel & Leisure and 2009 of Business Traveler (Asia

Pacific); however, the rest of the rankings were on the decrease.
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Third Parties Ranking of Thai Airways

I 2007 2008 W 2009 e——sExponential Line

10

3
Business Traveller Travel & Leisure Conde Nast Traveler Skytrax
(Asia-Pacific)

Figure 1.2: Ranking of Thai Airways in 2007-2009 By Third Parties

These are only the results from external surveys, but the internal surveys
that have been done quarterly such as Thai Airways Customer Satisfaction Surveys
(TCSS) and Star Alliance Customer Survey (SACS) have also revealed a diminishing
customer satisfaction index (CSI). Nevertheless, this information has been strictly
treated as confidential so that it cannot be demonstrated in this research.

As a way of alleviating these symptoms, it will be beneficial to measure
the job satisfaction and organizational commitment among flight attendants of Thai
Airways as these might be the core of the problem and might provide valuable clues to
how companies should deal with important issues. In addition, this case study can be
used to conduct experiments concerning the relationship between job satisfaction and

organizational commitment as well.
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1.3 Research Questions

1. What is the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment?

2. What factors do have an impact on job satisfaction and organizational
commitment?

3. What are the job satisfaction and organizational commitment levels of flight
attendants in Thai Airways?

4. What is the form of the organizational commitment in flight attendants of Thai

Airways? (Normative, Continuance or Affective commitment)

1.4 Rationale of Research

Much research has mentioned that job satisfaction and organizational
commitment is the root of employee behavior in an organization as they relate to
productivity, attendance at work, turnover, retirement, participation, labor militancy,
sympathy for unions, and psychological withdrawal from work (Camp, 1993). In
addition, the concept of service-profit chain also links employee satisfaction, loyalty
and productivity with the revenue growth and profitability, which means if employees
are satisfied with their jobs, they tend to be committed and loyal to the company. In
consequence, the employee would deliver the high value of service to the customer.
Once, the customers are satisfied with service quality, they will become a loyal
customers, and repeat consumption will occur. In the end, the company benefits from
this phenomenon through growth of revenue and profitability. Even better, the
company will keep employees who are willing to put a great effort into the job and
stay with the company longer, which translates into a high retention level and low
turnover rate. This will also help the company to reduce the cost of training, which
comprises a huge amount of investment, especially in service organizations.

Even though, the turnover rate of Thai Airways is not high but it does not
mean that there is nothing to do with job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
As depicted by the ranking results above, they indicated some symptoms of the
company that can damage the image and reputation of the company. Therfore, it is

interesting to measure the level of job satisfaction and organization commitment in
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Thai Airways. In addition, the management of Thai Airways can use the result of this
research to enhance guidelines to create more effective human resource management
policies and provide appropriate working conditions and an environment for
employees so that the company will be better able to compete with rivals. Finally,
from a more general perspective, this case study can be used to test the relationship
between job satisfaction and organizational commitment and also identify the
influencing factors that drive the level of job satisfaction and organizational

commitment.

1.5 Research Objectives

1. To study the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment.

2. To identify the influencing factors on job satisfaction and organizational
commitment.

3. To measure the level of job satisfaction and organizational commitment among
flight attendants in Thai Airways.

4. To identify the form of organizational commitment among flight attendants in
Thai Airways.

1.6 Scope of the study

1.6.1 Target population

This research will study the relationship of job satisfaction and
organizational commitment by using Thai Airways as a case study and will also
measure the job satisfaction and organizational commitment of flight attendants in
Thai Airways. A flight attendant is a person who works on an airplane and provides
service for the passengers during the flight and also performs and maintains safety
standards throughout the flight. Thai Airways has 5,979 flight attendants (as of July 1,

2010), both male and female, which can be categorized as follows:
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In-flight Manager (IM)
Air Purser (AP)

N o g ~ wDbh e

Foreign Flight Attendant

1.6.2 Variables

Royal First Class Flight Attendant (CAF)
Royal Silk Class and intercontinental flight attendant (CAE) 1,487
Royal Silk Class and regional Flight Attendant (CAR)
Economy Class Flight Attendant (CAY)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management)/ 9

238
417
2,078

786
782
181

1.6.2.1 Independent variables

1. Demographics

a.
b.
C.
d.

Age
Gender
Current position

Tenure in the organization

2. Influencing factors of job satisfaction

=2 s

a2 o

o «Q o

The work itself

Pay

Promotion opportunities
Supervision

Coworkers

Role ambiguity
Organization climate
Stress

Perception on fair treatment

3. Influencing factors of organizational commitment

o @

- ® o o

Career adaptability
Disposition

The job design
Values

Support

Procedural fairness
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g. Leadership style
1.6.2.2 Dependent variables
1. Overall job satisfaction
2. Overall organizational commitment
3. Affective commitment
4. Normative commitment
5

Continuance commitment

1.6.3 Timeframe
The timeframe of this research is expected to be 6 months, from October
2010 — March 2011.

1.7 Terms Definition

1.7.1 Overall job satisfaction

The overall job satisfaction refers to the arithmetic mean of the result of
the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ), which consists of 20 items
developed by Weiss et al. (1967), in the questionnaire of this study.

1.7.2 Overall organization commitment

The overall organizational commitment refers to the arithmetic mean of

the result of the scale that was developed by Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) in the
questionnaire of this study.

1.7.3 Flight attendant

A flight attendant in this study is an employee of Thai Airways

International who works on an airplane and is responsible for in-flight safety and
services throughout the flight. In Thai Airways International, flight attendants can be
categorized into seven categories as following:

e In-flight Manager (IM) is the manager of the flight and is mainly
responsible in Royal First Class and Royal Silk Class of the wide-
bodied aircraft. The tenure of this category ranges from 20-30 years.

e Air Purser (AP) is the chief purser in the narrow-bodied aircraft but is

mainly responsible in Economy Class in the wide-bodied aircraft.
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She/he also performs in-flight duty free sales. The tenure of AP ranges
from 15-25 years.

e Royal First Class flight attendant (CAF) is a person who works in
Royal First Class (first class in general term). She/he has worked at
least 10 years for Thai Airways International.

e Royal Silk Class and intercontinental flight attendant (CAE) is a
person who works in Royal Silk Class (business class in general term)
and Economy Class, mainly in the intercontinental routes. The tenure
of this group is 5-15 years.

e Royal Silk Class and regional flight attendant (CAR) is a person who
works in Royal Silk Class and Economy Class, but mainly on the
regional routes. The working period in this group is about 5-10 years.

e Economy Class flight attendant (CAY) is a person who works in
Economy Class only and mainly on the regional routes. The tenure of
this category ranges from newcomer to 4 years.

e Foreign flight attendant is a person who works in Royal Silk Class and
Economy Class. Only female flight attendants serve in this category,
and they fly only to their home country. The working period of this
group can vary from 2-30 years, as they cannot be promoted to work in
other categories. Foreign flight attendants composed of people from
the Chinese mainland, Japanese, Korean, and Taiwanese.

1.7.4 Tenure in the organization

The working period represents their work with Thai Airways as a flight

attendant only; working period in other positions is not counted.

1.7.5 The work itself

The work of flight attendant can be divided into two areas: safety and

services. The safety can relate to emergency situations, passenger handling, and first
aid, while the services are meal and beverage services, and services providing
passenger comfort. Another aspect of the job is acting as a representative of Thai
Airways in order to maintain the good image and reputation of the company. The
flight attendant needs to strictly follow the working routines, working procedures,
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rules and regulations established by the company. However, this term considers the
workload and appropriateness of the work itself.

1.7.6 Pay

The pay in this study refers to all sources of income of the flight
attendants, which includes basic salary, flight per-diem (allowance per flight), flight
pay (per flight hour), overtime work (per flight hour), annual bonus, and vacation
compensation (when vacation has not been used).

1.7.7 Promotion opportunities

This refers to the chance that one flight attendant can be promoted to a
higher position, as explained in 1.7.3. The condition, criteria, and selection procedure
are taken into consideration of this term.

1.7.8 Supervision

This can be referred to the ability of the IM and/or AP each flight, how
well that IM and/or AP can manage, supervise, control and direct the in-flight duty as
a chief of the flight.

1.7.9 Coworkers

Coworker in this context can refer not only to flight attendants but also the

ground staffs, catering agents and cleaners.
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

To study the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, the definitions of the main concept and results from previous research
have been reviewed and explained in this section, which are presented as follows:

e Demographics of target population
e Job satisfaction
e Organizational commitment

o Affective Commitment (AC)

o Normative Commitment (NC)

o Continuance Commitment (CC)

e The results from previous study

2.1 Demographics of the Flight Attendants
The demographic factors in this study are as follows:

e Age

e Gender

e Current position

e Tenure in the organization
According to Hitt, Miller, and Coella (2009), age and tenure have a significant impact
on the organization commitment level. Chen (2006) stated that several factors have a
bearing on job satisfaction and organizational commitment, such as age, gender and
tenure in the organization. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) also argued that demographic
characteristics including tenure, age and gender have been shown to have an important
relationship with commitment. Feinstein (2000) questioned whether demographic
factors (viz. age, tenure and position) of restaurant employees significantly related to
job satisfaction with the result showing that there is a relationship between

demographic factors and job satisfaction. In related work, Vaydonoff (1980) states
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gender also has an effect on job satisfaction. In addition, Lee and Wilbur (1985)
contend that age also influences job satisfaction as well.

Demographic traits such as age, gender, and work experience also have
been determined to be importantly correlated to organizational commitment (Dodd-
McCue & Wright, 1996). Moreover, Santos and Not-Land (2006, pp. 57-63) found an
important correlation between tenure in organization and organizational commitment.
Sonthaya (2005) also stated that age has an effect on organizational commitment,
along with the study of Steers (1977), which contends that older employees have
higher organizational commitment than younger employees. Sheldon (1971) states that
the longer that an employee works for the organization, the higher that the
organizational commitment of the employee will be. However, Wiedmer (2006) found
that age was not an important indicator of job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, suggesting that the relationship between demographic traits and job
satisfaction and organizational commitment is complicated and may differ from
industry to industry. The current study focuses specifically on the airline industry
where results might be diverse.

2.2 Job Satisfaction

The comprehensive definition of job satisfaction by Locke is that job
satisfaction involves cognitive, affective, and evaluative reactions or attitudes and
states that it is “a pleasure or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of
one’s job or job experience” (1969, pp. 306-339). Job satisfaction is a result of
employees’ perceptions of how well their job provides those things that are viewed as
important (Luthans, 2008, p. 141). A high level of satisfaction represents a positive
attitude toward the job, while a low level of satisfaction represents a negative attitude
(Hitt, Miller, & Colella, 2009, p. 163). Luthans (2008, p. 142) also cited the three
generally accepted dimensions to job satisfaction:

e Job satisfaction is an emotional response to a job situation.

e Job satisfaction is often determined by how well outcomes meet or

exceed expectations.
e Job satisfaction represents several related attitudes and these are the

five dimension of the job:
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o The work itself

o Pay

o Promotion opportunities
o Supervision

o Coworkers

In addition, the factors that also influence the job satisfaction by Hitt,

Miller and Coellla (2009, p. 165) are:
o Role ambiguity
o Organization climate
o Stress
o Perception of fair treatment

In addition, there are various definitions of job satisfaction itself. Odom,
Boy and Dunn (1990) stated that job satisfaction is the degree to which an employee
believes positively or negatively about the job, while Cranny, Smith, and Stone (1992)
defined job satisfaction as an emotional response to the job, which is consequent from
the outcomes of the expectations of the job and the reality of it. However, Locke
(1969, pp. 309-336) also contended that job satisfaction is a “pleasurable emotional
state resulting from appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating one’s job
values”. On the other hand, job dissatisfaction is an unpleasant feeling that comes
from an evaluation of job as frustrating or obstructing the accomplishment of one’s
belief. Therefore, it is obvious from the discussion above that job satisfaction is
included in organizational studies. Moreover, Arnett, Laverie and McLane (2002)
argued that job satisfaction consigns to the staff’s general emotional assessment of
their job.

In the service industry, job satisfaction assures that the staff will take care
of customers with the utmost care. Because of the significance of the “moment of
truth” that occurs at the point of provider-customer contact in improving the customer
relationship, job satisfaction of an employee is fundamental to building customer
loyalty in service organizations. Generally, job satisfaction can boost the performance
of employees, which will lead to low rates of turnover and also high retention levels.
Jerome and Kleiner (1995) also mentioned that organizations demonstrating high

commitment because of the improvement in employee job satisfaction, motivation,
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and morale might have long-term benefits with respect to success, loyalty, retention,
and productivity. Job satisfaction has a strong optimistic relationship to organizational
commitment (Fletcher & Williams, 1996) and job performance (Babin & Boles, 1996),
which means an employee who is satisfied with a job will have a higher organizational
commitment than a dissatisfied employee. In the sense of turnover in the organization,
Shaw (1999) contended that there is a strong harmful correlation between job
satisfaction and the employee turnover rate. Furthermore, Mobley (1977) argued that
if staff members are not satisfied with their jobs, they tend to leave the company for

other jobs.

2.3 Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment is a broad attitude toward the organization as
a whole. It signifies how strongly an individual identifies with and values being
associated with the organization (Hitt, Miller, & Colella, 2009, pp. 163-164). A wide
variety of definitions also exist, as follows (Becker, Randall, & Riegel, 1995):

1. A strong need to continue being a member of a specific organization.

2. An enthusiasm for applying a strong effort on behalf of the organization.

3. A strong acknowledgement of and agreement in the goals and values of the
organization (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982).

In other words, this is an attitude reflecting employees’ loyalty to their
organization and is an ongoing process through which organizational participants
express their concern for the organization and its continued success and well-being
(Luthans, 2008, p. 147). Hitt, Miller, and Colella (2009, pp. 147-148) also proposed
the attitudes that determine the organizational commitment, which can be categorized
into two components:

e Personal

e Age

e Tenure in the organization

e Career adaptability

e Disposition

e Organizational
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e The job design

e Values

e Support

e Procedural fairness

e Leadership style

In addition, there is a three-component model of organizational
commitment proposed by Myer and Allen (1991). The three components are as

follows:

2.3.1 Affective commitment (AC) is defined as the positive emotion towards the
organization. An employee affectively and strongly commits to the goals of the
organization and wants to be a part of the organization to achieve the goals.
This employee remains a member of the organization because he/she “wants

12

to .

2.3.2  Continuance commitment (CC) denotes the awareness of the costs related
with leaving the organization. An employee commits to the organization
because he/she foresees the high cost that might be incurred as a result of
losing membership in an organization, including financial costs (such as
accruals of pension) and social costs (friendships with colleagues). The

employee remains a member of the organization because he/she “has to”.

2.3.3 Normative commitment (NC) indicates a feeling of responsibility to
continue employment. Employees who have a high level of normative
commitment feel that they should work for the organization. The reasons and
causes of these feelings may be varied. For instance, the organization would
have invested enormous resources in training an employee who later feels a
“moral” obligation and should put great effort on the job and remain with the
organization to “pay back what they owed”. Additionally, it might reflect an
internalized custom, which is developed before that person works for the

organization through family or other socialization processes, that one should be
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loyal to one’s organization. So, the employee remains a member of the

organization because he/she “ought to”

According to Meyer and Allen, these three components of commitment are not
exclusive to each other because an employee can, at the same time, be committed to
the organization in either an affective, normative and continuance sense, to different
degrees (Dereli, 2006).

Different research defines organizational commitment in different ways; in
general, individual commitments are in agreement with the company’s goals and
values, are enthusiastic to be with the organization, and are happy to put a great effort
to the organization as well (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). Thus, organizational
commitment performs as a “psychological bond” towards the organization that
influences each employee to perform his/her work along with the goals of the
organization (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). Generally, several
researchers reveal that a low level of organizational commitment is not good for both
the organization and employees, while a higher level will have positive effects, such as
better performance, higher satisfaction and lower turnover rate (Mathieu & Zajac,
1990). Mathieu and Zajac (1990) also define organizational commitment as an
affection and association with the organization. That affection might be judged as an
individual feeling, especially when the individual has a high degree of faith in the
goals and values of the organization and/or shows a strong desire to be a part of the
organization. Thus, if the management would like to boost the organizational
commitment, the antecedents must be specified (Morris & Sherman, 1981), and
empirical studies suggest that job satisfaction is a prerequisite to organizational
commitment (Brown & Peterson, 1994). Consequently, if an employee has a positive
commitment to the organization, it might reduce the turnover rate (Woo, Leonga, &
Lee, 2005).

A combined definition of job satisfaction and organizational commitment
from Williams and Hazer (1986) is that job satisfaction is related to the feeling for a
specific job but organizational commitment reflects more on the attitude of an

employee toward the whole organization. In other words, job satisfaction signifies a
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reaction to some certain aspect of the job while organizational commitment is a

reaction toward the company or organization.

2.4 Related Research

In summary, the review of previous research conducted in this area found
that most studies produced similar results in that job satisfaction is intimately tied with
the organizational commitment and formation of a company’s competitive advantage,
which this study examined ,as well. In addition, it also studies differences in job
satisfaction and organizational commitment levels for different demographic traits.

As part of this relationship, the management of the company should
regularly observe and assess employee satisfaction and reward operators for their
productivity (Woo, Leonga, & Lee, 2005). Another result from the study of Feng-Hua
and Chen-Chieh (2008) of clinical nurses revealed that job satisfaction positively
impacts organizational commitment. Udo, Guimaraes, and Igbaria (1997) also stated
that how satisfied staff members perceive their jobs has an impact on their loyalty
towards the organization. Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) also argued that job
satisfaction could be prerequisites for organizational commitment. Martin and Bennett
(1996) and Schwepker (2001) also pointed out that a great number of research studies
show the positive relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Another interesting research finding from Feinstein (2000), which
investigated the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment
among restaurant employees, suggested that employers may enhance the level of
organizational commitment in the organization by raising employee satisfaction with
compensation, policies, and working environment, which presumes a positive
relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Additionally,
Feinstein also mentioned that tenure in the organization could affect the level of
organizational commitment as the result of research shows that employees who work
more than 6 months have a lower degree of commitment than employees who work
more than a year. In addition, the result of research conducted by Lipinskiene (2008)
argued that because the overall level of both job satisfaction and organizational

commitment is high, it can be concluded that there is relationship between job
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satisfaction and organization commitment, or in other words, the higher level of
employee satisfaction, the higher level of organizational commitment.

To be more specific, research has also found that the different forms of
organizational commitment (affective, continuance and normative) can be influenced
by job satisfaction and also age and tenure in the organization as well. Another study
conducted in Turkey (Celik, 2005), argued that job satisfaction is a “determinative” of
organizational commitment. The consequences of job satisfaction on organizational
commitment are an issue which should be considered by management as it plays a
significant role in enhancing the quality of service and diminishing the problems that
can cause in human resources policy which will reduce the level of organizational
commitment in employees. Moreover, the research finding of Salami (2008) revealed
that the level of job satisfaction can significantly predict the level of organizational
commitment. This can be interpreted as higher job satisfaction can result in higher
organizational commitment. Salami also mentioned demographic factors. The results
from the research are that older workers are more committed to the organization than
the younger workers and employees who had higher job tenure had more commitment
than newly recruited employees.

In general, the results from previous studies show that there is a positive
relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment. However, the
findings of the current study may be different as a result of the different environment
that this research was conducted in. Moreover, this study is perhaps the first one
conducted on the airline industy in Thailand, and it will be interesting to examine the
relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment among members

of a staff in which competition is extremely fierce.

2.5 Conceptual Framework

This study will mainly focus on the relationship between job satisfaction
and organizational commitment. However, it will also identify the influencing factors
toward both job satisfaction and organizational commitment. In doing so, the
influencing factors of job satisfaction were extracted from the study of Luthans (2008,
p. 142) and Hitt, Miller and Coella (2009, p. 165), as shown in figure 2.1, and the
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influencing factors of organizational commitment are from the study of Hitt, Miller
and Coella (2009, pp. 147-148), which can be categorized into two components:

personal and organization.

FIightAttendant lob Sa::;;i)‘actlon
Demographic
- Gender
- Age

- Current Position
- Tenure on the e O
organization Organizational
Commitment (OC)

Affective / Normative /
Continuance

Figure 2.1: Concept Mapping: to demonstrate the framework of this research

2.6 Proposed Research Hypotheses
H1: There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
organizational commitment.
a) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
affective commitment.
b) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
normative commitment.
c) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
continuance commitment.
H2: There is a difference in the level of job satisfaction among different
demographics of flight attendants.
(a) There is a difference in the level of job satisfaction among different
flight attendants by age.
(b) There is a difference in the level of job satisfaction among different

flight attendants by gender.
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(c) There is a difference in the level of job satisfaction among different
flight attendants by current position.

(d) There is a difference in the level of job satisfaction among different
flight attendants by tenure in the organization.

H3: There is a difference between the organizational commitment of senior
flight attendants and junior flight attendants.

a) There is a difference between the affective commitment of senior
flight attendants and junior flight attendants.

b) There is a difference between the normative commitment of senior
flight attendants and junior flight attendants.

c) There is a difference between the continuance commitment of
senior flight attendants and junior flight attendants.

H4: There is a relationship between age and organizational commitment.

(@) There is a positive relationship between age and affective
commitment.

(b) There is a positive relationship between age and normative
commitment.

(c) There is a positive relationship between age and continuance

commitment.

Demographic Job Satisfaction

§ Affective Hla
Commitment

? Normative Hilb
Commitment

~ Continuance Hlc
Commitment

Organizational Commitment

Figure 2.2: The links of proposed hypotheses
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CHAPTER Il
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study of the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment of flight attendants in Thai Airways International was designed as a non-
experimental cross-sectional study. A cross-sectional study is defined as an assessment
of one situation that happens at one time so that, in this case, the data were collected at
one time from the flight attendants of Thai Airways International. This study
employed a quantitative method by distributing questionnaires to the flight attendants

of Thai Airways. This chapter is composed of five sections, as follows:

3.1 Target population and sample
3.2 Instrumentation development
3.3 Data collection

3.4 Data analysis

3.1 Target Population and Sample

3.1.1 Target population

The target population of this study will be flight attendants of Thai
Airways International, which has a total of 5,979 flight attendants (as of July 1, 2010)
who can be categorized as following:

1. In-flight Manager (IM) 238
2. Air Purser (AP) 417
3. Royal First Class Flight Attendant (CAF) 2,078
4. Royal Silk Class and Intercontinental Flight Attendant (CAE) 1,487
5. Royal Silk Class and Regional Flight Attendant (CAR) 786
6. Economy Class Flight Attendant (CAY) 782
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7. Foreign Flight Attendant 181

3.1.2 Data sampling

Due to the size of the target population, the population can be specified
and divided into different stratums. Thus, the Proportional Stratified Random
Sampling will be used to collect the data. In consequence, the sample size of each
stratum will be determined by a percentage of the result from Yamane’s Equation of

Sample Size Determination (Yamane, 1967), as follows:

V N
" Tt Ne?
Where, n = Sample size
N = Total amount of target population
e = Allowable error of sampling (this research = 0.05)

Thus, the total sample size of this research will be;

5,979
1+ (5,979)(0.05)2

n= 375 ~ 6.28%

From the equation above, the sample size of each flight attendant category

will be calculated from 6.28 percent as follows:

Table 3.1: The sample size of each flight attendant category

Flight Attendant Categories Population Sample Size
1. In-flight Manager 238 15
2. Air Purser 417 27

3. Royal First Class 2,078 130
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Table 3.1: The sample size of each flight attendant category (Cont.)

Flight Attendant Categories Population Sample Size

4. Intercontinental 1,487 94

5. Regional 786 50

6. Economy Class 782 50

7. Foreign 181 14
Total 5,979 380

Therefore, the total sample size of this research will be 380 members.

3.2 Instrumentation Development

From a review of literature on job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, the questionnaire of this study was built by the author. However, the
original questions were modified, some words and phrases were adjusted to harmonize
with the flight attendant job’s characteristics. The content validity of the questionnaire
was exmined by an advisor, an in-flight manager, an air purser, and flight attendants
(n=5). Consequently, the pilot testing was conducted by distributing the questionnaires
to the target popluation (n=30) for reliability of the questionnaire. The reliability of the
questionnaire was analyzed by using SPSS for Windows, and they are all higher than
0.6 which is the lowest acceptable limit for Cronbach’s alpha, as suggested by Hair, et
al. as also cited in (Park & Kim, 2003). However, the result will be revealed in each

section of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was divided into 4 sections as follows:

Section 1: Demographic Characteristics included: 1) Gender 2) Age 3)Current

position and 4) Tenure in the organization

Section 2: Job Satisfaction will be measured by the Minnesota Satisfaction
Questionnaire (MSQ) of 20 items, which was developed by Weiss et al. (1967), using
a 7-point Likert scale with the weight ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
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agree). The original questions have been tested with the Cronbach alpha reliability

coefficients of 0.87. The original questions in the questionnaire are as follows:

Being able to keep busy all the time.

The chance to work alone on the job.

The chance to do different things from time to time.

The chance to be “somebody” in the community.

The way my boss handles his/her workers.

The competence of my supervisor in making decision.
Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience

The way my job provides for steady employment.

© 0 N o O b~ w D

The chance to do things for other people.

[EEN
o

. The chance to tell people what to do.

[EEN
[EEN

. The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities.

[EEN
N

. The way company policies are put into practice.

[EEN
w

. My pay and the amount of work | do.

[HEN
IS

. The chances for advancement on this job.

[EEN
o1

. The freedom to use my own judgment.

[EEN
(2]

. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.

[EEN
\‘

. The working conditions.

[HEN
(o)

. The way my co-workers get along with each other.

[EEN
O

. The praise | get for doing a good job.

N
o

. The feeling of accomplishment | get from the job.

After the questions were modified and the pilot testing was performed,
questions 1 and 2 were removed in order to maintain the Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficients, which is 0.897 (18 items)

Then, this section will measure the impact level of these following
influencing factors, which will lead to the job satisfaction level, and it will use the 7-
point Likert scale, with the weighting from 1 (lowest impact) to 7 (highest impact).
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients of this section is 0.892 (9 items)

e The work itself
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e Pay

e Promotion opportunities
e Supervision

e Coworkers

e Role ambiguity

e Organization climate

e Stress

e Perception of fair treatment

Section 3: Organizational Commitment: Three different components of commitment —
affective commitment (AC), continuance commitment (CC), and normative
commitment (NC) — will be measured by using the scale developed by Meyer and
Allen (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). The measurement of the three-component
model (affective, continuance, and normative commitment) was developed and used to
test hypotheses concerning their differential relations with antecedent and
consequence variables (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). No questions were removed
from the original questions, and the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients are shown
in table 3.2

Table 3.2: The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients of organizational

commitment questions

Questions Number of items Alpha coefficients
Organizational commitment 18 0.705
Affective commitment 6 0.734
Continuance commitment 6 0.616
Normative continuance 6 0.644

Then, the influencing factors were measured by using a 7-point Likert scale
with the weight from 1 (lowest impact) to 7 (highest impact). The influencing factors
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of organizational commitment are as follows, and the Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficient of this section is 0.88 (7 items).

e Career adaptability

e Disposition

e The job design

e Values

e Support

e Procedural fairness

e Leadership style

Section 4: Open-ended question: this section requests comments and suggestions of
the respondents in order to improve job satisfaction and the organizational

commitment of flight attendants in Thai Airways International.

3.3 Data Collection

Each flight attendant of Thai Airways International has his or her own
personal message box, so that the questionnaire was randomly distributed to personal
message boxes. The collection period took 4 weeks, from December 20, 2010, until
January 10, 2011. The participants returned the completed questionnaire to the
personal message box of the author.

The questionnaires were encoded to protect the anonymity of the
respondents. The participants were assured that all information would be treated
confidentially, presented in groups, and only used for educational purposes via the
cover page of the questionnaire. Therefore, the questionnaire packet that was
distributed included 1) a cover page explaining the project, information on the
respondents’ rights protection, instructions for returning the questionnaire, and a
certified stamp from the Ethics of Human Research Committee of Humanities and

Social Science Faculty, Mahidol University, and 2) the questionnaire.
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3.4 Data Analysis

The data were analyzed by using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences) for Windows according to the following steps:

3.4.1 Manually check for the number and correctness of returned
questionnaires.

3.4.2 Enter the received data from the returned questionnaires to the SPSS
program, and check the data through descriptive statistics. These statistics provide
information such as invalid data and missing values. Invalid responses or input errors
may cause invalid data. As human error can happen during the data entry process,
some answers were checked and then either corrected or removed from the analysis.

3.4.3 The 7-point Likert scale with weights ranging from 1 to 7 of the
questionnaire in the study were assessed and provided in the following table:

Table 3.3: The weight assessment

Weight
Degree

Positive Negative

Highest 7 1
Very high
Somewhat high
Moderate
Somewhat low

Very low

R N W s OO

2
3
4
5
6
7

Lowest

From table 3.4 and 3.5 the satisfaction level of job satisfaction in section 2
and the agreement level of organizational commitment in section 3 of the

questionnaire were interpreted as following;
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Table 3.4: The satisfaction level of job satisfaction interpretation

Satisfaction level

Answer of positive

guestion
Strongly satisfied 7
Very satisfied 6
Somewhat satisfied 5
Satisfied 4
Somewhat dissatisfied 3
Very dissatisfied 2
Srongly dissatisfied 1

Table 3.5: The agreement level of organizational commitment interpretation

Degree

ANSwers

Positive questions

Negative questions

Strongly agree 7
Very agree

Somewhat agree

Somewhat disagree

6
5
Agree 4
3
Very disagree 2

1

Strongly disagree

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

3.4.4 The received data from the returned questionnaires were analyzed as

follows:

3.4.4.1 Demographic characteristics included age, gender,

current position, and tenure in the organization were categorized and

analyzed by percentage.
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3.4.4.2 Job satisfaction, organizational commitment level, and
influencing factor in sections 2 and 3 of the question were analyzed by
arithmetic mean (X) and standard deviation (S.D.). The mean in this study

were interpreted as follows:

Table 3.6: The arithmetic mean interpretation

Mean Degree
1.00 - 1.85 Very low
1.86 - 2.70 Somewhat low
2.71-3.55 Low
3.56 - 4.40 Neutral
4.41-5.25 High
5.26 - 6.10 Somewhat High
6.11 - 7.00 Very High

3.4.43 The relationship between job satisfaction and
organizational commitment was examined by using the Pearson Product
Moment Correlation Coefficient, which can range from -1 to +1; if the
Correlation Coefficient is 0, it means there is no relationship between these
two variables. The sign indicates the direction of the relationship in terms
of whether it is positive or negative relationship. The degree of
relationship is defined as follows:

Table 3.7: The degree of relationship interpretation

Correlation Coefficient Degree
>0.800 Very Strong
> 0.600 — 0.800 Strong

> 0.400 - 0.600 Moderate
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Correlation Coefficient Degree
0.200 - 0.400 Weak
<0.200 Very Weak

3.4.4.4 The answers in the open-ended question in section 4 of

the questionnaire were summarized by the author.

3.4.5 The research questions and hypotheses were examined by

statistical techniques as demonstrated in Table 3.8

Table 3.8: Statistical techniques employed in this study

Research questions / Hypothese Employed
techniques

RQ1) What is the relationship between job satisfaction and Pearson
organizational commitment? Correlation
RQ2) What factors do have impact on the job satisfaction and Arithmetic
organizational commitment? Mean
RQ3) What are the job satisfaction and organizational commitment Arithmetic
level of flight attendants in Thai Airways? Mean
RQ4) What is the form of the organizational commitment in flight Arithmetic
attendants of Thai Airways? Mean
H1) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and Pearson
organizational commitment Correlation
H1a) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and Pearson
affective commitment Correlation
H1b) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and Pearson

normative commitment

Correlation
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Research questions / Hypothese Empl_oyed
techniques
H1c) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and Pearson
continuance commitment Correlation
H2a) There is a difference of the job satisfaction in different age group | One-way
of flight attendant ANOVA
H2b) There is a difference of the job satisfaction in different gender of | Independent
flight attendant t-test
H2c) There is a difference of the job satisfaction in different current One-way
position of flight attendant ANOVA
H2d) There is a difference of the job satisfaction in different tenure on | Independent
the organization of flight attendant t-test
H3b) There is a difference between the normative commitment of Independent
senior flight attendants and junior flight attendants t-test
H3c) There is a difference between the continuance commitment of Independent
senior flight attendants and junior flight attendants t-test
H4) There is a relationship between age and organizational Pearson
commitment Correlation
H4a) There is a relationship between age and affective commitment Pearson
Correlation
H4b) There is a relationship between age and normative commitment | Pearson
Correlation
H4c) There is a relationship between age and continuance commitment | Pearson

Correlation
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis in order to achieve the
objectives and test the hypotheses of the study. The SPSS 15.0 for Windows was used for
data analysis. The results were categorized into three main parts according to the research
objectives and hypotheses, which are 1) respondants’demographic data, 2) data analysis
for research objectives, 3) data analysis for hypothesis tesing, and 4) other findings of the
study. The total of 450 questionnaires were distributed to a stratified proportional random
data sample of flight attendants in Thai Airways International, which can be categorized
into seven groups including In-flight Manager (IM), Air Purser (AP), Cabin Attendant
First Class (CAF), Cabin Attendant European (CAE), Cabin Attendant Regional (CAR),
Cabin Attendant Economy Class (CAY), and foreign flight attendant. There were 398

(88.4%) completed questionnaires returned for data analysis.

4.1 Demographic Characteristics of Flight Attendants

The respondents’ demographic data is presented in Tables 4.1— 4.6 below:

Table 4.1 Gender (n=398)

Gender Frequency Percentage

Male 178 44.7

Female 220 55.3
Total 398 100

As shown, the majority of the respondents in the study were female (55.3%)

with males representing 44.7%.
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For the age of respondents, the age group comprising 31-40 year olds
represents the majority of the respondents (42.2%), followed by respondents below 30
years old or younger (25.9%) and those aged 41-50 (25.6%), while flight attendants older
than 50 years old are the minority (6.3%). However, the oldest respondent is 58, whereas

the youngest is 23 years old. The average age of respondents is 36.79 years old.

Table 4.2 Age Group (n=398)

Age Group (years) Frequency Percentage

30 or below 103 25.9

31-40 168 42.2

41 -50 102 25.6

More than 50 25 6.3
Total 398 100

Mean =36.79 S.D.=7.7 Range =23-58

In terms of current position, Royal First Class Flight Attendant (CAF) is the
largest group of respondents (33.9%), Royal Silk Class and intercontinental flight
attendant (CAE) is the second (23.9%), while Economy Class Flight Attendant (CAY)
and Royal Silk Class and regional Flight Attendant (CAR) are almost evenly distributed,
13.3% and 12.8%, respectively. Additionally, Air Purser (AP) and In-flight Manager
(IM) represent the smaller groups at 6.8% and 5.3%, respectively.

Table 4.3 Current Position (n=398)

Current Position Frequency Percentage
In-flight Manager (IM) 21 53
Air Purser (AP) 27 6.8

Royal First Class Flight Attendant (CAF) 135 339
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Current Position Frequency Percentage

Royal Silk Class and intercontinental flight

attendant (CAE) . 9

Royal Silk Class and regional Flight Attendant 51 18

(CAR)

Economy Class Flight Attendant (CAY) 53 133

Foreign flight attendant 16 4.0
Total 398 100

For tenure in the organization, the junior levels of respondents (below 12

years) comprise 55.3% of the respondents, whereas the most junior one worked in Thai

Airways International for 2 years. On the other hand, the senior level (more than 12

years) signifies 44.7% of the respondents, with the most senior respondent having 35

years at the company.

Table 4.4 Tenure in the organization (n=398)

Tenure (years) Frequency Percentage

12 or below (Junior Level) 220 55.3

More than 12 (Senior Level) 178 44.7
Total 398 100

Mean = 12.65, S.D. = 7.7, and Range = 2-35

4.2 The Relationship between Job Satisfaction and Organizational

Commitment

The relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment was

analyzed using Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefticient, which is presented in

Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5 Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient between job

satisfaction and organizational commitment

Variables Pearson’s Correlation Sig. (2-tailed)

Overall job satisfaction and
o ) 142 0.04*
organizational commitment

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 4.5 indicates that there was a positive and weak relationship between
job satisfaction and organization commitment with p-value < 0.05 (r = .142, p-value =
0.04). This also means that job satisfaction can be a predictor of organizational

commitment.

4.3 The Measurement of Job Satisfaction and Organizational

Commitment Level among Flight Attendants in Thai Airways

Table 4.6 indicates the job satisfaction level of flight attendants in Thai
Airways International in different respects. The overall job satisfaction of flight
attendants in Thai Airways International is at the moderate level (X = 3.94). However,
the main concerns are three items in which the level of satisfaction is slightly low. The
lowest of these is “The way company policies are put into practice” (X = 2.82) followed
by “The chances for advancement on this job” (X = 2.88) and “My pay and the amount of
work I do” (X = 3.03).
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Table 4.6 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of job satisfaction level of flight

attendants in Thai Airways International (n=398)

Level of
Items Mean  S.D.
Satisfaction
The chance to do different things from time to
420  1.090 Neutral

time (n=397)

The chance to be “somebody” in the community 4.63 1.141 Slightly high

The way my boss handles his/her workers 4.00 1.025 Neutral
The competence of my supervisor in making
o 4.03  1.060 Neutral
decision (n=397)
Being able to do things that don’t go against m
g‘ s SN 4 421  1.247 Neutral
conscience
The way my job provides for steady employment 356 1.354 Neutral
The chance to do things for other people 5.04 1.278 Slightly high
The chance to tell people what to do 4.08 1.322 Neutral
The chance to do something that makes use of my
410 1.239 Neutral

abilities

The way company policies are put into practice
Y i S p 2.82 1.245 Slightly low

(n=397)
My pay and the amount of work I do 3.03 1.423 Slightly low
The chances for advancement on this job 2.88 1375 Slightly low
The freedom to use my own judgment 390 1.110 Neutral
The chance to try my own methods of doing the

3.78  1.158 Neutral
job
The working conditions 427  0.960 Neutral

The way my co-workers get along with each other

461 0854  Slightly high
(n=397) SIS

The praise I get for doing a good job 4.02 1.227 Neutral
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Table 4.6 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of job satisfaction level of flight
attendants in Thai Airways International (n=398) (Cont.)

Level of
Items Mean  S.D.
Satisfaction
The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job 3.88 1.267 Neutral
Overall Job Satisfaction Level 394 0.778 Neutral

Table 4.7 indicates the organizational commitment level of flight attendants
in Thai Airways International. In terms of organizational commitment, the overall level is
considered as moderate (X = 4.13). The overall level of organizational commitment is
measured by considering 18 items listed in Table 4.9. However, attention should be
focused on the items that have a high mean. Most of these are in the items pertaining to
continuance commitment, for instance, “Right now, staying with my organization is a
matter of necessity as much as desire”, “It would be very hard for me to leave my
organization right now, even if I wanted to”, and “Feeling that I have too few options to
consider leaving this organization”. This shows that most of the respondents agree with

these items and imply the reason they are still with the company.

Table 4.7 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of organizational commitment of flight

attendants in Thai Airways International (n=398)

Level of
Items Mean  S.D. Organizational
Commitment
Being very happy to spend the rest of my career
) s ) v ] Y ] 394 1355 Neutral
with this organization
Feeling as if this organization’s problems are my
431 1.429 Neutral

own
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Table 4.7 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of organizational commitment of flight
attendants in Thai Airways International (n=398) (Cont.)

Level of
Items Mean  S.D. Organizational
Commitment
Feeling a strong sense of “belonging” to m
g 8 e 1 4.21 1.457 Neutral

organization

No feeling of “emotionally attached” to this _
o 344  1.563 Slightly low
organization

No feeling like “part of the family” at my
3.70  1.598 Neutral
organization

This organization has a great deal of personal
. 442  1.277 Slightly high
meaning for me

Right now, staying with my organization is a ) )
] ) 4.53 1.676 Slightly high
matter of necessity as much as desire

It would be very hard for me to leave my ) )
N \W ) 451 1.702 Slightly high
organization right now, even if I wanted to

Too much of my life would be disrupted if
480 1.663 Neutral
decided I wanted to leave my organization now

Too much of my life would be disrupted if I
480 1.663 Neutral
decided I wanted to leave my organization now

Feeling that I have too few options to consider ) )
_ _ o 449 1.576 Slightly high
leaving this organization

If I had not already put so much of myself into
this organization, I might consider leaving this 4.21 1.515 Neutral

organization

One of the few negative consequences of leaving
this organization would be the scarcity of 337 1374 Slightly low

available alternatives
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Table 4.7 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of organizational commitment of flight
attendants in Thai Airways International (n=398) (Cont.)

Level of
Items Mean  S.D. Organizational
Commitment
Not feeling any obligation to remain with my
390  1.297 Neutral
current employer (n=397)
Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it
_ o 4.03 1.434 Neutral
would be right to leave my organization now
Feeling guilty if I left my organization now 3.70  1.494 Neutral
This organization deserves my loyalty 4.40 1.363 Neutral
Not leaving my organization right now because I
N - 3.77 1476 Neutral
have a sense of obligation to the people in it
Feeling a great debt to my organization 4.70 1.474 Slightly high
Overall Organizational Commitment Level 413 0.464 Neutral

4.4 The identification of the influencing factors on job satisfaction and

organizational commitment

The influencing factors that could influence the job satisfaction level is
presented in the following table 4.8. The first three factors that have high impact toward
job satisfaction are Pay (X = 6.17) which is very high, Perception of fair treatment (X =
6.04), and Promotion ()_( =5.94).
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Table 4.8 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of influencing factors on job satisfaction

level (n=398)

Factors Mean S.D. Level of Influence  Ranking
Pay 6.17 1.375 Very high 1
Perception of fair treatment 6.04 1.154 Moderately high 2
Promotion 5.94 1.580 Moderately high 3
The work itself 5.31 1.308 Moderately high 4
Supervision 5.21 1.457 Slightly high 5
Organization climate 4.94 1.078 Slightly high 6
Co-workers 4.89 1.314 Slightly high 7
Role of ambiguity 4.79 1.189 Slightly high 8
Stress 4.78 1.308 Slightly high 9

Measures of factors that could influence the organizational commitment level
is presented in Table 4.9. The first three factors that have a high impact on organizational
commitment are Values (X = 6.27) which is very high, Disposition ()_( = 6.22), and
Procedural fairness (X = 6.16).

Table 4.9 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of influencing factors on organizational

commitment level (n=398)

Factors Mean S.D. Level of Influence = Ranking
Values 6.27 1.547 Very high 1
Disposition 6.22 1.355 Very high 2
Procedural fairness 6.16 1.635 Very high 3
The job design 5.82 1.281 Moderately high 4
Leadership style 5.36 1.580 Moderately high 5
Support 5.07 1.436 Slightly high 6
Career adaptability 4.98 1.214 Slightly high 7
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4.5 The identification of the form of organizational commitment in

flight attendants in Thai Airways International

Table 4.10 indicates the means of normative commitment (NC), affective
commitment (AC), and continuance commitment (CC). Each form of commitment is
measured by the items in Table 4.7. The affective commitment employed items 1-6,
continuance commitment employed items 7-12, and normative commitment used items
13-18. Therefore, normative commitment is the main commitment of flight attendants in
Thai Airways International (X = 4.08), followed by affective commitment (X = 4.00) and

continuance commitment is the minority (X = 3.65).

Table 4.10 Mean, Standard Deviation (S.D.) of affective, continuance, and

normative commitment level of flight attendants in Thai Airways International

Form of commitment Mean S.D. Level of Commitment Ranking
Normative 4.08 0.8440 Neutral 1
Affective 4.00 0.5586 Neutral 2
Continuance 3.65 0.9883 Neutral 3

4.6 Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between job

satisfaction and different forms of commitment
Hla) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and affective
commitment
H1b) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and normative
commitment
Hlc) There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and continuance

commitment

Hypothesis Hla, H1lb, and Hlc were tested by using Pearson’s Product

Moment Correlation Coefficient, which is presented in Table 4.11.



Kris Theerarak Results of Data Analysis/ 44

Table 4.11 Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient between job

satisfaction and each form of commitment

Form of commitment Pearson’s Correlation Sig. (2-tailed)
Affective 0.557 0.00*
Normative 0.426 0.00*
Continuance 0.913 0.00*

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 4.11 shows that with respect to Hla: There is a moderate positive
relationship between job satisfaction and affective commitment (p-value < .05); with
respect to H1b: There is a moderate positive relationship between job satisfaction and
normative commitment (p-value < .05), and with respect to Hlc: There is a strong
positive relationship between job satisfaction and continuance commitment (p-value <
.05). The result shows that job satisfaction is the strongest predictor of continuance
commitment, which also means that if a flight attendant has a high level of job

satisfaction, then he or she tends to have a high level of continuance commitment as well.

4.7 Hypothesis 2: There is a difference in the job satisfaction level

among different demographics of flight attendants in Thai Airways
H2a) There is a difference in job satisfaction level in different age groups of

flight attendants in Thai Airways International. This hypothesis was tested by using a
one-way ANOVA as presented in Table 4.12
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Table 4.12 Mean, F, and Sig. (2-tailed) of different age groups for overall job

satisfaction
Mean
Sig.
<30 31-40 41-50 >50 F
(2-tailed)
(n=103) n=168) (n=102) (n=25)

Overall Job

_ 3.87 3.79 4.09 4.68 12.26 0.00*
Satisfaction

*The difference is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.12 shows that there is a difference between each age group as the p-
value < .05. The result also indicates that the >50 years old group had the highest level of
overall satisfaction level, followed by 41-50 and < 30 years old groups, whereas the 31-
40 years old group had the lowest level of overall job satisfaction level, with the
difference between each age group being presented in Table 4.15 and Graph 4.1. Table
4.15 shows that the < 30 years old group had a different level of overall job satisfaction
than the group > 50 years old, while the group > 50 years old had differences with every
age group; the mean difference also indicates that group >50 had the highest level of
overall job satisfaction among all age groups. Nevertheless, the level of overall job
satisfaction in the 31-40 years old group is different from the groups aged 41-50 and >50,
which means that the group has a lower level of overall job satisfaction than those two

groups.

Table 4.13 Differences in overall job satisfaction between age groups

Mean
() Age (J) Age Difference Sig.
Group Group (I-J)
<30 31-40 .08579 1.000
41 -50 -.21541 238

>50  -.81275(%) .000
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Table 4.13 Differences in overall job satisfaction between age groups (Cont.)

Mean
(é)mAug; (élﬁlg; Difference Sig.
d-J)
31-40 <30 -.08579 1.000
41-50 -30120(*) .009
>50 -.89854(*) .000
41-50 <30 21541 238
31-40  .30120(*) .009
>50  -.59734(*) .002
> 50 <30 .81275(%) .000
31-40  .89854(*) .000
41 -50  .59734(*) .002

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

= & s
1 1

Mean of Overall Satisfaction

w
1

T T T T
<= 30 3L - 40 41 - 50 > 50

Age Group

Figure 4.1 The means of job satisfaction for different age groups

H2b) There is a difference in job satisfaction levels among flight attendants in

Thai Airways International by gender. A T-test was used to test this hypothesis, which is
demonstrated in Table 4.14
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Table 4.14 Mean, t-value, and Sig. (2-tailed) of different genders for overall job

satisfaction
Mean Sig.
t-value
Male (n=178) Female (n=220) (2-tailed)
Overall Job
_ 3.86 4.00 -1.801 0.072
Satisfaction

*The difference is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.14 shows no difference between male and female flight attendants in
job satisfaction (p-value >.05). However, female flight attendants had a slightly higher

level of overall job satisfaction than male flight attendants.
H2c) There is a difference in job satisfaction level in different current
position of flight attendants in Thai Airways International. This hypothesis was tested

using a one-way ANOVA as presented in the following table.

Table 4.15 Mean, F, and Sig. (2-tailed) of different current positions for overall job

satisfaction
Mean Sig.
IM AP CAF CAE CAR CAY F"Fr/“f“ F @-
@=21) @=27) (=135 (@=95) (=51) (=53) ;16 tailed)
Overall
Job
. 5.23 4.83 3.72 3.80 3.86 3.83 410 24.56 0.00%*
Satisfact
ion

*The difference is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.15 shows there is a difference between all flight attendant categories

(p-value < .05). The results also show that as a category In-flight Manager (IM) had the
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highest level of overall job satisfaction, followed by Air Purse (AP), both of which are
superior positions, whereas the Royal First Class flight attendants (CAF) had the lowest
level of job satisfaction. Table 4.16 shows the differences between each group. The result
indicates that IM had the highest level of overall job satisfaction, so that IM consequently
had a different level of overall job satisfaction from other positions except AP, and also
had higher level of overall job satisfaction than other groups. In addition to IM, AP also
falls into the same situation with different and higher levels of overall job satisfaction,
while the other flight attendant categories had no differences from each other, but with
IM and AP, as mentioned earlier. Figure 4.2 illustrates difference in job satisfaction

between each of the flight attendant categories.

Table 4.16 Differences in overall job satisfaction between current positions

(I) Current (J) Current Mean Difference

Position Position I1-J) Sig.
M AP 40153 .830

CAF 1.50602(*) .000
CAE 1.43105(*) .000
CAR 1.36570(*) .000
CAY 1.40120(*) .000

Foreign F/A 1.12864(*) .000

AP M -40153 .830

CAF 1.10449(*) .000
CAE 1.02952(*) .000
CAR 96417(*%) .000
CAY .99967(*) .000

Foreign F/A J2711(%) 013

CAF M -1.50602(*) .000
AP -1.10449(*) .000

CAE -.07497 1.000
CAR -.14032 1.000
CAY -.10482 1.000

Foreign F/A -.37738 .699

CAE M -1.43105(*) .000
AP -1.02952(*) .000

CAF .07497 1.000

CAR -.06535 1.000
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Table 4.16 Differences in overall job satisfaction between current positions (Cont.)

(I) Current

(J) Current

Mean Difference

Position Position (1-J) Sig.
CAY -.02985 1.000

Foreign F/A -.30241 1.000

CAR M -1.36570(*) .000

AP -.96417(*%) .000

CAF .14032 1.000

CAE .06535 1.000

CAY .03550 1.000

Foreign F/A -.23706 1.000

CAY M -1.40120(*) .000

AP -.99967(*) .000
CAF .10482 1.000
CAE .02985 1.000
CAR -.03550 1.000
Foreign F/A -.27256 1.000

Foreign F/A M -1.12864(*) .000
AP - 72711 (%) 013

CAF 37738 .699
CAE 30241 1.000
CAR 23706 1.000
CAY 27256 1.000

3
é

Current Position

Figure 4.2 The means of job satisfaction for different current positions

49
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H2d) There is a difference in job satisfaction level for flight attendants in
Thai Airways International according to tenure. A T-test was used to test this hypothesis,

which is demonstrated in Table 4.17.

Table 4.17 Mean, t-value, and Sig. (2-tailed) for overall job satisfaction according to

tenure
Mean
<12 years > 12 years Sig.
t-value
(Junior Level) (Senior Level) (2-tailed)
(n=220) (n=178)
Overall Job
3.81 4.10 -3.599 0.00*
Satisfaction

*The difference is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.17 shows that there is a difference of job satisfaction according to
tenure (p-value < .05), with the senior flight attendants having a higher level of overall

job satisfaction than junior flight attendants.

4.8 Hypothesis 3: There is a difference in each form of organizational
commitment between senior flight attendants and junior flight

attendants in Thai Airways

H3a) There is a difference in the affective commitment of senior flight
attendants and junior flight attendants

H3Db) There is a difference in the normative commitment of senior flight
attendants and junior flight attendants

H3c) There is a difference in the continuance commitment of senior flight

attendants and junior flight attendants
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These hypotheses were tested by using t-test as presented in the following

table.

Table 4.18 Mean, t-value, and Sig. (2-tailed) of different tenures for each form of

commitment
Mean
<12 years > 12 years - Sig.
(Junior Level) (Senior Level) (2-tailed)
(n=220) (n=178)

Affective 3.89 4.14 -4.680 0.00*
Normative 3.97 4.21 -2.772 0.006*
Continuance 3.45 3.91 -4.545 0.00*

*The difference is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.18 indicates that there are differences between tenure on the
organization of affective, normative, and continuance commitments as all p-values < .05.
To be more specific, the senior flight attendants had higher level of affective, normative,

and continuance commitment than the junior flight attendants.

4.9 Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between age and form

of commitment
H1a) There is a positive relationship between age and affective commitment
H1b) There is a positive relationship between age and normative commitment
Hlc) There is a positive relationship between age and continuance

commitment

Hypothesis H4a, H4b, and H4c was tested using Pearson’s Product Moment

Correlation Coefficient, which is presented in Table 4.19.
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Table 4.19 Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient between age and

each form of commitment

Form of commitment Pearson’s Correlation Sig. (2-tailed)
Affective 0.241 0.00*
Normative 0.298 0.00*
Continuance 0.204 0.00*
Total 0.195 0.00*

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 4.19 indicates that there is a weak relationship between age and
affective, normative, and continuance commitment as all p-values <.05. However, age
has the strongest relationship with normative commitment, which indicates that the older
the flight attendant, the greater the tendency to have a higher level of normative

commitment.

4.10 Other findings of the study

This section will demonstrate other findings that rely on the techniques of the
t-test and one-way ANOVA. The findings in this section will study the differences
between demographic data and each item of job satisfaction and organizational
commitment and also influencing factors for job satisfaction and organizational

commitment.

4.10.1 Age group and job satisfaction items

This section studies differences in job satisfaction items and age group, which
has been examined by using a one-way ANOVA. Table 4.20 shows that most of the items
have a significant difference with the exceptions of items 3, 4, 10, and 17, which means
the flight attendants responded to these latter items in much the same way. These items

pertain to chief of the flight and company policies and procedures.
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Table 4.20 Age group and job satisfaction items

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean

Job Satisfaction Items Sig.
Square

1) The chance to do different things from time to time 7.569  6.644 .000%*
2) The chance to be “somebody” in the ???77? 7.930  6.335 .000*
3) The way my boss handles his/her workers 2.540 2.445 .064
4) The competence of my supervisor in making 555 492 688
decisions
5) Bel'ng able to do things that don’t go against my 14749 10.144  000*
conscience
6) The way my job provides for steady employment 17.322 10.091 .000*
7) The chance to do things for other people 25.184 17.320 .000*
8) The chance to tell people what to do 36.944 24949 .000*
9) 'T'h'e chance to do something that makes use of my 14.003 9728  .000*
abilities
10) The way company policies are put into practice 1.873  1.210 .306
11) My pay and the amount of work I do 7.102  3.577 .014%*
12) The chances for advancement on this job 18.774 10.648 .000*
13) The freedom to use my own judgment 13.340 11.702 .000*
14) The chance to try my own methods of doing the job ~ 11.175  8.833  .000*
15) The working conditions 3448  3.822 .010%*
16) The way my co-workers get along with each other 2.363  3.300 .020*
17) The praise I get for doing a good job 3.735  2.508  .059
18) The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job 7.169  4.586 .004*
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Table 4.21 shows the differences between each group for each item. For item

no. 1, the group < 30 years old had a different and lower level of satisfaction than for
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groups 41 — 50 and > 50 years old, while the 31 — 40 year old group had differences with
the group of >50 years old only. For item no.2, the group of < 30 years old only had
differences with and a lower level of satisfaction than the group of >50 years old, while
the group 31 — 40 years old had differences with all age groups except the group aged
<30. For item no.5, the group <30 years old had a higher level of satisfaction than the
group 31 — 40 years old but lower than the group >50 years old. In addition, the group 31
— 40 years old also had a lower satisfaction level than every group. Next is item no.6, for
which the flight attendants in the group >50 years old had a higher level of satisfaction
for steady employment than other age groups, whereas the group aged <30 had a higher
level of satisfaction in this item than the group 31-40 years old, while the group 31-40
years old also had a different and lower level of satisfaction for this item than the group
41-50 years old. For item no.7, the age group of <30 had a different and lower level of
satisfaction than other age groups, similar to the group 31 — 40 years old, which still had
a higher level of satisfaction than the group <30 years old. The age group <30 had a
different and lower level of satisfaction than every group, closest to the group 31 — 40
years old, which still had a higher level of satisfaction than the group <30 years old.
Group 41 — 50 had no difference with group aged >50 in this respect. For item no.8, the
age group <30 had a different and lower level of satisfaction than other age groups, which
is also true for the group 31 — 40 years old, which still had a higher level of satisfaction
than the group <30 years old. The age group <30 had different and lower level of
satisfaction than every group, which is also true for the group 31 — 40 years old. Except
that the latter had a higher level of satisfaction than the group <30 years old. Group 41 —
50 had no difference with the group aged >50. For item no.9, the <30 group had a
different and lower level of satisfaction than every group except the group 31 — 40 years
old, which had no difference, while this group had different and lower level of
satisfaction than every group except groups <30, and the group 41 — 50 years old had no
difference with group >50 years old only. Item no.11 showed a difference only between
groups 31 — 40 and >50 years old only, whereas the group >50 had a higher level of
satisfaction. The age group >50 is the only one for item no.12 that had a different and
higher level of satisfaction than other groups. Items 13 and 14 are similar to item 12 but

additionally, of the group aged 31 — 40 also differed from the group 41 — 50 years old.
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Then, for item no.15, there is a difference between the group >50 and other groups,
except the group 41 — 50 years old, with group aged >50 having a higher level of
satisfaction than every other group. For item no.16 there is a difference only between
group 31 — 40 and >50 years old, whereas the group > 50 years old had a higher level of
satisfaction. The last item in this section is no.18, for which the group >50 years old had

different and higher level of satisfaction than every group, except the group 41 — 50 years

old.

Table 4.21 Differences in job satisfaction items among age groups

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (I) Age Group (J) Age Group Difference Sig.
d-J

Item no.1 <30 31-40 -.229 526
41 -50 -.454(*) 015

> 50 -.948(*) .000

31-40 <30 229 526

41 -50 -.225 .566

> 50 - 719(*%) 011

41 -50 <30 A54(%) .015

31-40 225 .566

> 50 -.494 234

> 50 <30 948(*) .000

31-40 719(%) 011

41 -50 494 234
Item no.2 <30 31-40 191 1.000
41 -50 -.251 .654

> 50 -.678(*) .041
31-40 <30 -.191 1.000

41 -50 -.442(%) 011

> 50 -.869(*) .002

41 -50 <30 251 .654

31-40 A442(%) 011

> 50 -427 528

> 50 <30 678(*) .041

31-40 .869(*) .002

41 -50 427 528

Item no.3 <30 31-40 234 402
41 -50 312 174
> 50 -.105 1.000

31-40 <30 -.234 402




Kris Theerarak Results of Data Analysis/ 56

Table 4.21 Differences in job satisfaction items among age groups (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D) Age Group (J) Age Group Difference Sig.
d-J)

41 -50 .078 1.000

> 50 -.340 726

41 -50 <30 =312 174
31-40 -.078 1.000

> 50 -417 404
> 50 <30 .105 1.000
31-40 .340 726

41 -50 417 404
Item no.4 <30 31-40 126 1.000
41 -50 156 1.000
> 50 .006 1.000
31-40 <30 -.126 1.000
41 -50 .030 1.000
> 50 -.120 1.000
41 -50 <30 -.156 1.000
31-40 -.030 1.000
> 50 -.150 1.000
> 50 <30 -.006 1.000
31-40 120 1.000
41 -50 150 1.000

Item no.5 <30 31-40 A482(*) .009
41 -50 .036 1.000

> 50 =791(%) .021

31-40 <30 -.482(%) .009
41 -50 -.446(*) .020

> 50 -1.273(%*) .000
41 -50 <30 -.036 1.000
31-40 446(*) .020

> 50 -.827(*) .014

> 50 <30 T91(%) 021
31-40 1.273(%*) .000

41 -50 827(%) .014

Item no.6 <30 31-40 -.034 1.000
41 -50 -.347 354

> 50 -1.481(*) .000

31-40 <30 .034 1.000
41 -50 -313 346

> 50 -1.447(%*) .000

41 -50 <30 347 354

31-40 313 .346
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Table 4.21 Differences in job satisfaction items among age groups (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D) Age Group (J) Age Group Difference Sig.
d-J)

> 50 -1.134(%*) .001

> 50 <30 1.481(*) .000
31-40 1.447(%) .000

41 -50 1.134(*) .001

Item no.7 <30 31-40 -.485(*) .009
41 -50 -.975(*) .000

> 50 -1.555(%) .000

31-40 <30 485(%) .009
41 -50 -491(*) .008

> 50 -1.070(*) .000

41 -50 <30 975(%) .000
31-40 A491(%) .008

> 50 -.579 192

> 50 <30 1.555(*) .000
31-40 1.070(*) .000

41 -50 579 192

Item no.8 <30 31-40 -.480(*) .010
41 -50 -1.161(*) .000

> 50 -1.854(*) .000

31-40 <30 480(*) .010
41 -50 -.681(*) .000

> 50 -1.374(*) .000

41 -50 <30 1.161(*) .000
31-40 .681(%) .000

> 50 -.693 .067

> 50 <30 1.854(*) .000
31-40 1.374(*) .000

41 -50 .693 .067
Item no.9 <30 31-40 -.018 1.000
41 -50 -479(*) .027

> 50 -1.187(%*) .000
31-40 <30 018 1.000
41 -50 -462(*) .014

> 50 -1.169(*) .000

41 - 50 <30 A79(%) .027
31-40 462(%) .014

> 50 -.707 .051

> 50 <30 1.187(*) .000
31-40 1.169(*) .000

41 -50 707 051
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Table 4.21 Differences in job satisfaction items among age groups (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D) Age Group (J) Age Group Difference Sig.
d-J)

Item no.10 <30 31-40 206 1.000
41 -50 051 1.000
> 50 -217 1.000
31-40 <30 -.206 1.000
41 -50 -.155 1.000

> 50 -424 .678
41 - 50 <30 -.051 1.000
31-40 155 1.000

> 50 -.269 1.000

> 50 <30 217 1.000

31-40 424 .678

41 -50 269 1.000

Item no.11 <30 31-40 127 1.000
41 -50 -.167 1.000

> 50 -.810 .062

31-40 <30 -.127 1.000

41 -50 -.294 .585

> 50 -.937(*) 012

41 - 50 <30 167 1.000

31-40 294 585

> 50 -.643 249

> 50 <30 .810 .062

31-40 937(*) 012

41 -50 .643 249

Item no.12 <30 31-40 266 .661
41 -50 -.009 1.000

> 50 -1.337(%) .000

31-40 <30 -.266 .661

41 -50 -.275 .600

> 50 -1.603(*) .000

41 -50 <30 .009 1.000

31-40 275 .600

> 50 -1.328(*) .000

> 50 <30 1.337(*) .000

31-40 1.603(*) .000

41 -50 1.328(*) .000

Item no.13 <30 31-40 231 .508
41 -50 -.244 617

> 50 -1.006(*) .000

31-40 <30 -.231 508
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Table 4.21 Differences in job satisfaction items among age groups (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D) Age Group (J) Age Group Difference Sig.
d-J)
41 -50 -475(*%) .003
> 50 -1.237(%*) .000
41 -50 <30 244 617
31-40 AT75(%) .003
> 50 - 762(%) .009
> 50 <30 1.006(*) .000
31-40 1.237(%*) .000
41 -50 162(%%) .009
Item no.14 <30 31-40 200 937
41 -50 -.233 .835
> 50 -.932(*) .001
31-40 <30 -.200 937
41 -50 -.433(%) 014
> 50 -1.132(%*) .000
41 -50 <30 233 .835
31-40 A433(%) .014
> 50 -.700(*) .033
> 50 <30 .932(%) .001
31-40 1.132(%*) .000
41 -50 .700(*) .033
Item no.15 <30 31-40 .066 1.000
41 -50 -.091 1.000
> 50 -.607(*) .026
31-40 <30 -.066 1.000
41 -50 -.157 1.000
> 50 -.673(*) .006
41 -50 <30 .091 1.000
31-40 157 1.000
> 50 -.516 .092
> 50 <30 .607(*) .026
31-40 .673(%) .006
41 -50 516 .092
Item no.16 <30 31-40 129 1.000
41 -50 .039 1.000
> 50 -433 134
31-40 <30 -.129 1.000
41 -50 -.090 1.000
> 50 -.562(%) 012
41 -50 <30 -.039 1.000

31-40 .090 1.000
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Table 4.21 Differences in job satisfaction items among age groups (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D) Age Group (J) Age Group Difference Sig.
d-J)

> 50 -472 077

> 50 <30 433 134
31-40 562(%) .012

41 -50 472 077

Item no.17 <30 31-40 .396 .059
41 -50 135 1.000
> 50 .103 1.000

31-40 <30 -.396 .059
41 -50 -.261 536
> 50 -.293 1.000
41 -50 <30 -.135 1.000
31-40 261 536
> 50 -.032 1.000
> 50 <30 -.103 1.000
31-40 293 1.000
41 -50 .032 1.000
Item no.18 <30 31-40 136 1.000
41 -50 -.175 1.000

> 50 -.795(*%) .027
31-40 <30 -.136 1.000
41 -50 =311 288

> 50 -.932(*) .003

41 -50 <30 175 1.000
31-40 311 288

> 50 -.620 161

> 50 <30 795(%) .027
31-40 932(%*) .003

41 -50 .620 161

4.10.2 Gender and job satisfaction items

Items in this section were investigated using a t-test to identify differences
between male and female flight attendants. Table 4.22 shows the mean of each item for
male and female flight attendants, while Table 4.23 identifies the difference for each
item. The results reveal that the items with significant differences are items no.1, 6, and
7. The results also indicate that male flight attendants had higher satisfaction in terms of

chance to do different things from time to time than female flight attendants. However,
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female flight attendants were more satisfied with steady employment than male flight
attendants. In addition, the female flight attendants were also more satisfied doing things

for other people than male flight attendants.

Table 4.22 Means for both genders for job satisfaction items

Male Female

Job Satisfaction Items
Mean SD Mean SD

1) The chance to do different things from

. . 4.34 1.081 4.10 1.087
time to time

2) The chance to be “somebody” in the

/ 4.63 1.173 4.63 1.117
community

3) The way my boss handles his/her

3.89 1.076 4.09 975
workers

4) The competence of my supervisor in
making decision

5) Being able to do things that don’t go
against my conscience

3.96 1.062 4.10 1.056

4.10 1.326 4.30 1.174

6) The way my job provides for steady

3.35 1.419 3.72 1.279
employment

7) The chance to do things for other people 4.82 1.285 5.21 1.248

8) The chance to tell people what to do 4.07 1.360 4.10 1.295

9) The chance to do something that makes

use of my abilities 4.02 1.264 4.16 1.217

10) The way company policies are put into

. 2.71 1.921 2.90 1.175
practice

11) My pay and the amount of work I do 2.88 1.464 3.15 1.379

j1 O2g The chances for advancement on this 280 1432 294 138

13) The freedom to use my own judgment 3.89 1.154 3.91 1.076

14) The chance to try my own methods of

doing the job 3.81 1.158 3.76 1.159
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Table 4.22 Means for both genders for job satisfaction items (Cont.)

Male Female

Job Satisfaction Items
Mean SD Mean SD

15) The working conditions 4.18 1.042 4.34 .884

16) The way my co-workers get along with 455 935 465 781

each other

17) The praise I get for doing a good job 3.92 1.269 4.09 1.190

18) The feeling of accomplishment I get

from the job 3.74 1.329 4.00 1.205

Table 4.23 Differences between both genders for job satisfaction items

Job Satisfaction F Sig. t-value (2-tsziigl.e d) Dilf\;[ee;‘irlllce
Item no.1 1.141 .286 2.224 .027%* 244
Item no.2 1.428 233 017 987 .002
Item no.3 2.712 .100 -1.919 .056 -.198
Item no.4 .000 .999 -1.318 .188 -.141
Item no.5 2.131 .145 -1.594 112 -.200
Item no.6 528 468 -2.765 .006* -.374
Item no.7 .090 765 -3.086 .002* -.393
Item no.8 .108 742 -.210 .834 -.028
Item no.9 .109 742 -1.176 .240 -.147
Item no.10 5.619 018 -1.546 123 -.196
Item no.11 228 .633 -1.946 .052 -278
Item no.12 1.149 285 -1.033 302 -.143

Item no.13 788 375 -.232 817 -.026
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Table 4.23 Differences between both genders for job satisfaction items (Cont.)

Job Satisfaction F Sig. t-value (2-tS;igl.e d) Dilf\;[eiillllce
Item no.14 181 .670 427 .670 .050
Item no.15 1.576 210 -1.622 .106 -.157
Item no.16 5.326 .022 -1.149 251 -.101
Item no.17 2.167 142 -1.372 171 -.170
Item no.18 3.121 .078 -2.076 .039 -.264

4.10.3 Current position and job satisfaction items

This section identifies the differences in current positions for each item of job
satisfaction. Table 4.24 shows that there are differences in current position for each item,
except item no.16. This means that flight attendants in all positions think along the same

lines as their co-workers in other positions with respect to job satisfaction.

Table 4.24 Differences between current position and job satisfaction items

Job Satisfaction Items Y F Sig.
Square

1) The chance to do different things from time to time 8.053  7.440 .000*
2) The chance to be “somebody” in the ?777? 9.185 7.775 .000*
3) The way my boss handles his/her workers 2470 2402 .027*
4) The competence of my supervisor in making decision ~ 2.452  2.225 .040*

5) Being able to do things that don’t go against my 18068 14.074 000*

conscience
6) The way my job provides for steady employment 28.723  20.201 .000*
7) The chance to do things for other people 22.668 17.296 .000*

8) The chance to tell people what to do 37.068 30.716 .000*
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Table 4.24 Differences between current position and job satisfaction items (Cont.)

Job Satisfaction Items Mean F Sig.
Square

23.909 20.073 .000*

9) The chance to do something that makes use of my

abilities

10) The way company policies are put into practice 7.564  5.192  .000*
11) My pay and the amount of work I do 20.534 11.799 .000*
12) The chances for advancement on the job 43.514 34.731 .000*
13) The freedom to use my own judgment 20.791 22307 .000*

14) The chance to try my own methods of doing the job ~ 19.206 18.019 .000*
15) The working conditions 2202  2.442 .025%
16) The way my co-workers get along with each other 1.276  1.772  .104
17) The praise I get for doing a good job 7.371  5.205 .000*

18) The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job 21.757 16.782 .000*

Table 4.25 shows that for items no.l and 2, IM differed from other groups
and also had the highest level of satisfaction, which was similar to AP, but AP had no
difference with foreign flight attendants, while CAF, CAE, CAR, and CAY had no
difference among themselves but did with IM and AP. For items no.3 and 4, only CAF
had a different and lower level of satisfaction than CAY. For item no.5, IM had a
different and higher level of satisfaction than every group, while AP had a different and
higher level of satisfaction than CAF, CAE, and CAR, but CAF had a different and lower
level of satisfaction than CAY only. However, item no.6 presented a slightly different
situation with IM having a different and higher level of satisfaction than every group. AP
had a different and higher level of satisfaction than every group except foreign flight
attendants. For the next item, no.7, CAY had a different and lower level of satisfaction
than every group except foreign flight attendants, whereas foreign flight attendants had
no difference with CAY as well. For item no.8, IM and AP had a different and higher
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level of satisfaction than every group, while CAY had a different and lower level of
satisfaction than every group but had no difference with foreign flight attendants. For
item no.9, IM had a different and higher level of satisfaction than every group, which is
similar to AP, as AP had a different and higher level of satisfaction than every group
except foreign flight attendants. Additionally, CAY in item no.9 had a different and lower
level of satisfaction than foreign flight attendants. IM and AP in item no.10 had different
and higher levels of satisfaction than CAF and CAE, but the remaining groups presented
no difference. For item no.11, IM had a different and higher level of satisfaction than
every group except AP and foreign flight attendants, whereas AP had a different and
higher level of satisfaction than CAF and CAE. Nevertheless, foreign flight attendants
had a different and higher level of satisfaction than CAF, CAE, and CAR. IM and AP in
item no.12 had a different and higher level of satisfaction than every group, with AP
having a lower level of satisfaction than IM. In addition, CAF also had a different but
lower level of satisfaction than CAR. Interestingly, IM and AP in item no.13 had a
different and higher level of satisfaction than every group, but for item no.14 IM and AP
had a different and higher level of satisfaction than every group except foreign flight
attendants, whereas foreign flight attendants had a different and higher level of
satisfaction than the rest. For item no.15, only IM had a different and higher level of
satisfaction than CAF, CAE, and CAR, while for item no.16, there was no difference at
all. For item no.17, IM and AP had different and higher levels of satisfaction than CAF,
whereas CAF had a different but lower level of satisfaction than CAY. Lastly, for item
no.18, IM and AP had different and higher levels of satisfaction than every group except
foreign flight attendants, while foreign flight attendants had a different and higher level
of satisfaction than CAF and CAE.

Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions

Mean
Job Satisfaction () (.Jl.lrrent ) 'Cflrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Item no.1 IM AP 444 1.000
CAF 1.199(%) .000

CAE 1.186(*) .000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAR 1.353(%*) .000
CAY 1.447(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.083(*) .038
AP M -.444 1.000
CAF 755(%) 014
CAE 742(%) 025
CAR 908(*) .006
CAY 1.002(*) .001
Foreign F/A .639 1.000
CAF M -1.199(*) .000
AP - 755(%) 014
CAE -.013 1.000
CAR 154 1.000
CAY 248 1.000
Foreign F/A -.116 1.000
CAE M -1.186(*) .000
AP - 742(%) 025
CAF 013 1.000
CAR 167 1.000
CAY 261 1.000
Foreign F/A -.103 1.000
CAR M -1.353(*) .000
AP -.908(*) .006
CAF -.154 1.000
CAE -.167 1.000
CAY .094 1.000
Foreign F/A -.270 1.000
CAY M -1.447(*) .000
AP -1.002(*) .001
CAF -.248 1.000
CAE -.261 1.000
CAR -.094 1.000
Foreign F/A -.363 1.000
Foreign F/A M -1.083(*) .038
AP -.639 1.000
CAF 116 1.000
CAE .103 1.000
CAR 270 1.000

CAY 363 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Item no.2 M AP 392 1.000
CAF 1.251(*) .000
CAE 1.383(*) .000
CAR 1.213(*) .000
CAY .988(*) .010
Foreign F/A 1.637(%) .000
AP M -.392 1.000
CAF .859(*) .004
CAE 991(*) .001
CAR 821(%) .034
CAY 597 435
Foreign F/A 1.245(*) .007
CAF M -1.251(*) .000
AP -.859(*) .004
CAE 132 1.000
CAR -.038 1.000
CAY -.262 1.000
Foreign F/A 386 1.000
CAE M -1.383(*) .000
AP -.991(*) .001
CAF -.132 1.000
CAR -.170 1.000
CAY -.395 731
Foreign F/A 254 1.000
CAR M -1.213(*) .000
AP -.821(*) .034
CAF .038 1.000
CAE 170 1.000
CAY -.225 1.000
Foreign F/A 424 1.000
CAY M -.988(*) .010
AP -.597 435
CAF 262 1.000
CAE 395 731
CAR 225 1.000
Foreign F/A .649 779
Foreign F/A IM -1.637(*) .000
AP -1.245(*) .007
CAF -.386 1.000
CAE -.254 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAR -424 1.000
CAY -.649 779
Item no.3 M AP -.228 1.000
CAF 335 1.000
CAE 185 1.000
CAR 143 1.000
CAY -.178 1.000
Foreign F/A .080 1.000
AP M 228 1.000
CAF 563 185
CAE 412 1.000
CAR 370 1.000
CAY .050 1.000
Foreign F/A 308 1.000
CAF M -.335 1.000
AP -.563 185
CAE -.150 1.000
CAR -.193 1.000
CAY -.513(%) .040
Foreign F/A -.255 1.000
CAE M -.185 1.000
AP -412 1.000
CAF 150 1.000
CAR -.042 1.000
CAY -.363 789
Foreign F/A -.105 1.000
CAR M -.143 1.000
AP -.370 1.000
CAF 193 1.000
CAE .042 1.000
CAY -321 1.000
Foreign F/A -.063 1.000
CAY M 178 1.000
AP -.050 1.000
CAF S13(%) .040
CAE 363 789
CAR 321 1.000
Foreign F/A 258 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.080 1.000

AP -.308 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAF 255 1.000
CAE .105 1.000
CAR .063 1.000
CAY -.258 1.000
Item no.4 M AP 138 1.000
CAF 390 1.000
CAE 338 1.000
CAR 345 1.000
CAY -.167 1.000
Foreign F/A 223 1.000
AP M -.138 1.000
CAF 253 1.000
CAE 201 1.000
CAR 207 1.000
CAY -.305 1.000
Foreign F/A .086 1.000
CAF M -.390 1.000
AP -.253 1.000
CAE -.052 1.000
CAR -.046 1.000
CAY -.557(*) .024
Foreign F/A -.167 1.000
CAE M -.338 1.000
AP -.201 1.000
CAF 052 1.000
CAR .006 1.000
CAY -.505 110
Foreign F/A -115 1.000
CAR M -.345 1.000
AP -.207 1.000
CAF .046 1.000
CAE -.006 1.000
CAY -512 281
Foreign F/A -.121 1.000
CAY M 167 1.000
AP 305 1.000
CAF S57(%) .024
CAE .505 110
CAR 512 281
Foreign F/A .390 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A M -.223 1.000
AP -.086 1.000
CAF 167 1.000
CAE 15 1.000
CAR 121 1.000
CAY -.390 1.000
Item no.5 M AP 492 1.000
CAF 1.885(*) .000
CAE 1.693(*) .000
CAR 1.773(*) .000
CAY 1.224(%*) .001
Foreign F/A 1.027 145
AP M -.492 1.000
CAF 1.393(*) .000
CAE 1.201(*) .000
CAR 1.281(*) .000
CAY 732 .145
Foreign F/A 535 1.000
CAF M -1.885(*) .000
AP -1.393(*) .000
CAE -.191 1.000
CAR -.112 1.000
CAY -.661(*) .008
Foreign F/A -.858 .097
CAE M -1.693(*) .000
AP -1.201(*) .000
CAF 191 1.000
CAR .080 1.000
CAY -470 351
Foreign F/A -.666 651
CAR M -1.773(%) .000
AP -1.281(*) .000
CAF 112 1.000
CAE -.080 1.000
CAY -.549 302
Foreign F/A -.746 478
CAY M -1.224(*) .001
AP -.732 .145
CAF .661(*) .008
CAE 470 351




Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.

Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAR .549 302
Foreign F/A -.197 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -1.027 145
AP -.535 1.000
CAF .858 .097
CAE .666 651
CAR 746 478
CAY 197 1.000
Item no.6 M AP 450 1.000
CAF 2.198(*) .000
CAE 2.334(*) .000
CAR 2.249(%*) .000
CAY 2.146(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.524(*) .003
AP M -.450 1.000
CAF 1.748(*) .000
CAE 1.885(*) .000
CAR 1.800(*) .000
CAY 1.697(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.074 .095
CAF M -2.198(*) .000
AP -1.748(*) .000
CAE 136 1.000
CAR 051 1.000
CAY -.051 1.000
Foreign F/A -.674 .696
CAE M -2.334(*) .000
AP -1.885(*) .000
CAF -.136 1.000
CAR -.085 1.000
CAY -.188 1.000
Foreign F/A -.811 258
CAR M -2.249(%*) .000
AP -1.800(*) .000
CAF -.051 1.000
CAE .085 1.000
CAY -.103 1.000
Foreign F/A -.725 721
CAY M -2.146(*) .000
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Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
AP -1.697(*) .000
CAF 051 1.000
CAE 188 1.000
CAR .103 1.000
Foreign F/A -.623 1.000
Foreign F/A M -1.524(*) .003
AP -1.074 095
CAF 674 .696
CAE 811 258
CAR 725 721
CAY .623 1.000
Item no.7 M AP .280 1.000
CAF 1.332(*) .000
CAE 1.471(*) .000
CAR 1.291(*) .000
CAY 2.315(%) .000
Foreign F/A 2.366(*) .000
AP M -.280 1.000
CAF 1.052(*) .000
CAE 1.190(*) .000
CAR 1.O11(*) .005
CAY 2.035(*) .000
Foreign F/A 2.086(*) .000
CAF M -1.332(*) .000
AP -1.052(*) .000
CAE 138 1.000
CAR -.041 1.000
CAY .983(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.034(*) 015
CAE M -1.471(*) .000
AP -1.190(*) .000
CAF -.138 1.000
CAR -.179 1.000
CAY .845(*) .000
Foreign F/A .895 .084
CAR M -1.291(*) .000
AP -1.011(*) .005
CAF 041 1.000
CAE 179 1.000
CAY 1.024(*) .000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A 1.075(*%) .024
CAY M -2.315(*) .000
AP -2.035(*) .000
CAF -.983(*) .000
CAE -.845(*) .000
CAR -1.024(*) .000
Foreign F/A 051 1.000
Foreign F/A M -2.366(*) .000
AP -2.086(*) .000
CAF -1.034(*) 015
CAE -.895 .084
CAR -1.075(*) .024
CAY -.051 1.000
Item no.8 M AP 259 1.000
CAF 2.000(*) .000
CAE 1.926(*) .000
CAR 2.059(*) .000
CAY 3.038(*) .000
Foreign F/A 2.313(%) .000
AP M -.259 1.000
CAF 1.741(*) .000
CAE 1.667(*) .000
CAR 1.800(*) .000
CAY 2.778(*) .000
Foreign F/A 2.053(%*) .000
CAF M -2.000(*) .000
AP -1.741(*) .000
CAE -.074 1.000
CAR .059 1.000
CAY 1.038(*) .000
Foreign F/A 313 1.000
CAE M -1.926(*) .000
AP -1.667(*) .000
CAF 074 1.000
CAR 133 1.000
CAY LIT1(*) .000
Foreign F/A .386 1.000
CAR M -2.059(*) .000
AP -1.800(*) .000
CAF -.059 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAE -.133 1.000
CAY 979(*) .000
Foreign F/A 254 1.000
CAY M -3.038(*) .000
AP -2.778(*) .000
CAF -1.038(*) .000
CAE -1.111(%) .000
CAR -.979(*) .000
Foreign F/A -.725 444
Foreign F/A M -2.313(*) .000
AP -2.053(*) .000
CAF -313 1.000
CAE -.386 1.000
CAR -.254 1.000
CAY 125 444
Item no.9 M AP 413 1.000
CAF 2.065(*) .000
CAE 1.910(*) .000
CAR 1.818(*) .000
CAY 2.197(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.232(%) 015
AP M -413 1.000
CAF 1.652(*) .000
CAE 1.497(*) .000
CAR 1.405(*) .000
CAY 1.784(*) .000
Foreign F/A 819 374
CAF M -2.065(*) .000
AP -1.652(*) .000
CAE -.155 1.000
CAR -.247 1.000
CAY 132 1.000
Foreign F/A -.832 .087
CAE M -1.910(*) .000
AP -1.497(*) .000
CAF 155 1.000
CAR -.092 1.000
CAY 287 1.000
Foreign F/A -.678 464

CAR ™M _1.818(*) .000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
AP -1.405(*) .000
CAF 247 1.000
CAE .092 1.000
CAY 379 1.000
Foreign F/A -.586 1.000
CAY M -2.197(*) .000
AP -1.784(*) .000
CAF -.132 1.000
CAE -.287 1.000
CAR -.379 1.000
Foreign F/A -.965(%) .044
Foreign F/A IM -1.232(*) 015
AP -.819 374
CAF .832 .087
CAE 678 464
CAR .586 1.000
CAY 965(%*) .044
Item no.10 M AP 280 1.000
CAF 1.195(*) .001
CAE L.IS1(*) .002
CAR .880 .109
CAY .800 222
Foreign F/A .699 1.000
AP M -.280 1.000
CAF 914(%*) .008
CAE B71(%) .022
CAR 599 791
CAY 519 1.000
Foreign F/A 419 1.000
CAF M -1.195(*) .001
AP -914(*) .008
CAE -.043 1.000
CAR -315 1.000
CAY -.395 931
Foreign F/A -.495 1.000
CAE M -1.151(*) .002
AP -.871(*) .022
CAF .043 1.000
CAR =272 1.000
CAY -.352 1.000
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Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A -452 1.000
CAR M -.880 .109
AP -.599 791
CAF 315 1.000
CAE 272 1.000
CAY -.080 1.000
Foreign F/A -.180 1.000
CAY M -.800 222
AP -.519 1.000
CAF 395 931
CAE 352 1.000
CAR .080 1.000
Foreign F/A -.100 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.699 1.000
AP -419 1.000
CAF 495 1.000
CAE 452 1.000
CAR 180 1.000
CAY .100 1.000
Item no.11 M AP 1.011 185
CAF 1.981(*) .000
CAE 2.104(*) .000
CAR 1.695(*) .000
CAY 1.526(*) .000
Foreign F/A 527 1.000
AP M -1.011 185
CAF 970(*) 011
CAE 1.093(*) .004
CAR .684 .629
CAY 515 1.000
Foreign F/A -.484 1.000
CAF M -1.981(*) .000
AP -.970(*) 011
CAE 123 1.000
CAR -.286 1.000
CAY -.455 11
Foreign F/A -1.454(*) .001
CAE M -2.104(*) .000
AP -1.093(*) .004
CAF -.123 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAR -.409 1.000
CAY -.578 230
Foreign F/A -1.577(*) .000
CAR M -1.695(*) .000
AP -.684 .629
CAF 286 1.000
CAE 409 1.000
CAY -.169 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.168(*) .045
CAY M -1.526(*) .000
AP -.515 1.000
CAF 455 11
CAE 578 230
CAR .169 1.000
Foreign F/A -.999 174
Foreign F/A M -.527 1.000
AP 484 1.000
CAF 1.454(%) .001
CAE 1.577(*) .000
CAR 1.168(*) .045
CAY .999 174
Item no.12 IM AP 1.312(%) .001
CAF 3.283(*) .000
CAE 2.856(*) .000
CAR 2.415(*%) .000
CAY 2.817(*) .000
Foreign F/A 3.134(*) .000
AP M -1.312(*) .001
CAF 1.970(*) .000
CAE 1.543(*) .000
CAR 1.102(*) .001
CAY 1.505(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.822(%*) .000
CAF M -3.283(*) .000
AP -1.970(*) .000
CAE -.427 .097
CAR -.868(*) .000
CAY -.466 223
Foreign F/A -.149 1.000
CAE M -2.856(*) .000
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Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
AP -1.543(*) .000
CAF 427 .097
CAR -.441 499
CAY -.039 1.000
Foreign F/A 278 1.000
CAR M -2.415(*) .000
AP -1.102(*) .001
CAF .868(*) .000
CAE 441 499
CAY 402 1.000
Foreign F/A 719 535
CAY M -2.817(*) .000
AP -1.505(*) .000
CAF 466 223
CAE .039 1.000
CAR -.402 1.000
Foreign F/A 317 1.000
Foreign F/A M -3.134(*) .000
AP -1.822(*) .000
CAF .149 1.000
CAE -.278 1.000
CAR -.719 535
CAY =317 1.000
Item no.13 M AP 471 1.000
CAF 2.034(*) .000
CAE 1.787(*) .000
CAR 1.815(*) .000
CAY 2.053(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.557(*) .000
AP M -471 1.000
CAF 1.563(*) .000
CAE 1.317(*) .000
CAR 1.344(%*) .000
CAY 1.582(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.086(*) .009
CAF M -2.034(*) .000
AP -1.563(*) .000
CAE -.246 1.000
CAR -.219 1.000
CAY .019 1.000
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A -477 1.000
CAE M -1.787(*) .000
AP -1.317(*) .000
CAF 246 1.000
CAR .028 1.000
CAY 266 1.000
Foreign F/A -.231 1.000
CAR M -1.815(*) .000
AP -1.344(*) .000
CAF 219 1.000
CAE -.028 1.000
CAY 238 1.000
Foreign F/A -.259 1.000
CAY M -2.053(*) .000
AP -1.582(*) .000
CAF -.019 1.000
CAE -.266 1.000
CAR -.238 1.000
Foreign F/A -.496 1.000
Foreign F/A M -1.557(*) .000
AP -1.086(*) .009
CAF AT77 1.000
CAE 231 1.000
CAR 259 1.000
CAY 496 1.000
Item no.14 M AP .349 1.000
CAF 1.771(*) .000
CAE 1.522(%*) .000
CAR 1.846(*) .000
CAY 1.597(*) .000
Foreign F/A 488 1.000
AP M -.349 1.000
CAF 1.422(*) .000
CAE 1.173(*) .000
CAR 1.497(*) .000
CAY 1.247(%*) .000
Foreign F/A 139 1.000
CAF M -1.771(*) .000
AP -1.422(%*) .000
CAE -.249 1.000
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Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAR 075 1.000
CAY -.175 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.283(*) .000
CAE M -1.522(*) .000
AP -1.173(*) .000
CAF .249 1.000
CAR 324 1.000
CAY 074 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.034(*) .005
CAR M -1.846(*) .000
AP -1.497(*) .000
CAF -.075 1.000
CAE -.324 1.000
CAY -.249 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.358(*) .000
CAY M -1.597(*) .000
AP -1.247(*) .000
CAF 175 1.000
CAE -.074 1.000
CAR .249 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.108(*) .004
Foreign F/A M -.488 1.000
AP -.139 1.000
CAF 1.283(*) .000
CAE 1.034(*) .005
CAR 1.358(*) .000
CAY 1.108(*) .004
Item no.15 M AP 508 1.000
CAF 123(%) .027
CAE T21(%) .037
CAR 874(%) .009
CAY 745 053
Foreign F/A 577 1.000
AP M -.508 1.000
CAF 215 1.000
CAE 213 1.000
CAR 366 1.000
CAY 237 1.000
Foreign F/A .069 1.000
CAF M -.723(*) .027
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
AP -.215 1.000
CAE -.002 1.000
CAR 151 1.000
CAY 022 1.000
Foreign F/A -.145 1.000
CAE M -721(%) .037
AP -213 1.000
CAF .002 1.000
CAR 153 1.000
CAY .024 1.000
Foreign F/A -.143 1.000
CAR M -.874(*) .009
AP -.366 1.000
CAF -.151 1.000
CAE -.153 1.000
CAY -.129 1.000
Foreign F/A -.297 1.000
CAY M -.745 .053
AP -.237 1.000
CAF -.022 1.000
CAE -.024 1.000
CAR 129 1.000
Foreign F/A -.167 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.577 1.000
AP -.069 1.000
CAF .145 1.000
CAE 143 1.000
CAR 297 1.000
CAY 167 1.000
Item no.16 M AP 243 1.000
CAF 532 164
CAE 537 189
CAR 527 360
CAY 499 493
Foreign F/A 658 420
AP M -.243 1.000
CAF .289 1.000
CAE 294 1.000
CAR 283 1.000
CAY 256 1.000
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Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A 414 1.000
CAF M -.532 164
AP -.289 1.000
CAE .005 1.000
CAR -.006 1.000
CAY -.033 1.000
Foreign F/A 125 1.000
CAE M -.537 189
AP -.294 1.000
CAF -.005 1.000
CAR -.011 1.000
CAY -.038 1.000
Foreign F/A 120 1.000
CAR M -.527 360
AP -.283 1.000
CAF .006 1.000
CAE 011 1.000
CAY -.028 1.000
Foreign F/A 131 1.000
CAY M -.499 493
AP -.256 1.000
CAF .033 1.000
CAE .038 1.000
CAR .028 1.000
Foreign F/A 159 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -.658 420
AP -414 1.000
CAF -.125 1.000
CAE -.120 1.000
CAR -.131 1.000
CAY -.159 1.000
Item no.17 M AP -.048 1.000
CAF 945(*) 016
CAE .703 308
CAR .580 1.000
CAY 279 1.000
Foreign F/A 182 1.000
AP M .048 1.000
CAF 993(*) .002
CAE 751 .085
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Table 4.25 Differences in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) /

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAR 627 573
CAY 327 1.000
Foreign F/A 229 1.000
CAF M -.945(*) 016
AP -.993(*) .002
CAE -.242 1.000
CAR -.365 1.000
CAY -.666(*) 013
Foreign F/A -.763 330
CAE M -.703 308
AP -.751 .085
CAF 242 1.000
CAR -.123 1.000
CAY -424 .807
Foreign F/A -.522 1.000
CAR M -.580 1.000
AP -.627 573
CAF 365 1.000
CAE 123 1.000
CAY -.300 1.000
Foreign F/A -.398 1.000
CAY M -.279 1.000
AP -.327 1.000
CAF .666(*) 013
CAE 424 .807
CAR 300 1.000
Foreign F/A -.098 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.182 1.000
AP -.229 1.000
CAF 763 330
CAE 522 1.000
CAR 398 1.000
CAY .098 1.000
Item no.18 M AP 460 1.000
CAF 2.008(*) .000
CAE 1.950(*) .000
CAR 1.709(*) .000
CAY 1.892(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.009 .166
AP M -.460 1.000
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Table 4.25 Difference in job satisfaction items between current positions (Cont.)

Mean
Job Satisfaction (D ?l.lrrent ) ?flrrent Difference Sig.
Position Position (I-J)
CAF 1.548(*) .000
CAE 1.490(*) .000
CAR 1.248(*) .000
CAY 1.432(*) .000
Foreign F/A .549 1.000
CAF M -2.008(*) .000
AP -1.548(*) .000
CAE -.058 1.000
CAR -.300 1.000
CAY -.116 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.000(*) .021
CAE M -1.950(*) .000
AP -1.490(*) .000
CAF .058 1.000
CAR -.242 1.000
CAY -.058 1.000
Foreign F/A -.941(*) .050
CAR M -1.709(*) .000
AP -1.248(*) .000
CAF 300 1.000
CAE 242 1.000
CAY 183 1.000
Foreign F/A -.700 .684
CAY M -1.892(*) .000
AP -1.432(*) .000
CAF 116 1.000
CAE .058 1.000
CAR -.183 1.000
Foreign F/A -.883 143
Foreign F/A M -1.009 .166
AP -.549 1.000
CAF 1.000(*) 021
CAE 941(*) .050
CAR 700 .684
CAY .883 143

4.10.4 Tenure and job satisfaction Items
Differences in tenure in organization for job satisfaction were examined by

using a t-test. As shown in Tables 4.26 and 4.27, items no.4, 5, 10, 12, 16, and 17 have no
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significant differences, while the rest do present differences. Moreover, the results also
show that senior flight attendants have a higher mean than junior flight attendants in the
items for which there are differences, except item no.3, in which the junior flight
attendants reported being more satisfied with the way the boss handles his/her job than

the senior flight attendants were.

Table 4.26 Mean of tenure for job satisfaction items

Junior Senior

Job Satisfaction Items
Mean SD Mean SD

1) The chance to do different things from

. ! 4.05 992 4.40 1.174
time to time

2) The chance to be “somebody” in the ??? 4.50 1.087 4.79 1.188

3) The way my boss handles his/her

4.10 .997 3.89 1.073
workers

4) The competence of my supervisor in
making decision

5) Being able to do things that don’t go
against my conscience

4.05 1.061 3.97 1.058

4.10 1.140 4.33 1.360

6) The way my job provides for steady

3.32 1.166 3.85 1.509
employment

7) The chance to do things for other people 4.73 1.253 542 1.206

8) The chance to tell people what to do 3.67 1.156 4.60 1.338

9) The chance to do something that makes

use of my abilities 3.90 1.085 4.34 1.370

10) T.he way company policies are put into 275 1122 290 1380
practice
11) My pay and the amount of work I do 2.90 1.308 3.20 1.541

12) The chances for advancement on this

. 2.78 1.025 3.00 1.707
job

13) The freedom to use my own judgment 3.74 .998 4.10 1.208
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Table 4.26 Mean of tenure for job satisfaction items (Cont.)

Junior Senior

Job Satisfaction Items
Mean SD Mean SD

14) The chance to try my own methods of 3.65 1.097 3.94 1213

doing the job

15) The working conditions 4.17 .943 4.39 .969
16) The way my co-workers get along with 455 857 4.69 845
each other

17) The praise I get for doing a good job 4.02 1.201 4.01 1.262

18) The feeling of accomplishment I get

from the job 3.72 1.119 4.08 1.408

Table 4.27 Differences in tenure for job satisfaction items

Job Satisfaction F Sig. t-value (2-tS;;gl.e d) Di?t/ierillllce
Item no.1 13.515 .000 -3.212 .001%* -.356
Item no.2 1.099 295 -2.507 013* -.287
Item no.3 970 325 2.019 .044%* 208
Item no.4 771 .380 1.029 304 110
Item no.5 14.485 .000 -1.777 076 -227
Item no.6 15.385 .000 -3.849 .000* -.530
Item no.7 .000 992 -5.588 .000* -.694
Item no.8 9.506 .002 -7.301 .000* -.927
Item no.9 26.606 .000 -3.512 .001* -.443
Item no.10 8.378 .004 -1.234 218 -.159
Item no.11 9.330 .002 -2.073 .039% -.301

Item no.12 59.921 .000 -1.531 127 -.223
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Table 4.27 Differences in tenure for job satisfaction items (Cont.)

Job Satisfaction F Sig. t-value (2-tS;zigl.e d) Diz[eiil:lce
Item no.13 4.485 .035 -3.193 .002% -.360
Item no.14 685 408 -2.446 015% -.284
Item no.15 546 460 -2.280 .023%* -219
Item no.16 019 .889 -1.599 A11 -.137
Item no.17 011 917 .056 955 .007
Item no.18 8.519 .004 -2.744 .006* -.356

4.10.5 Age and influencing factors of job satisfaction

This section employed the one-way ANOVA to study differences in age with
influencing factors and its effect on job satisfaction. The results show no significance at
all with respect to age and influencing factors. This implies that the opinions of flight
attendants for the influencing factors of job satisfaction are aligned in the same direction,
which emphasizes the accuracy of the results of objective 2. Tables 4.28 and 4.29

demonstrate the results of this section.

Table 4.28 Differences in age and influencing factors of job satisfaction

Influencing Factors of Job Satisfaction Mean Square F Sig.
The work itself 779 453 715
Pay 3.409 1.815 144
Promotion .829 330 .804
Supervision 2.236 1.053 369
Co-workers 1.548 .896 443

Role of Ambiguity .089 .063 979
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Table 4.28 Differences in age and influencing factors of job satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing Factors of Job Satisfaction Mean Square F Sig.
Organization Climate 17 615 .606
Stress 611 355 785
Perception of fair treatment 737 320 811

Table 4.29 Differences between age and influencing factors of job satisfaction

Influencing Factors (I) Age (J) Age Diyeerilrllce Sig
of Job Satisfaction Group Group (1-3) )

The work itself <30 31-40 -.072 1.000

41 - 50 .085 1.000

> 50 -.189 1.000

31-40 <30 072 1.000

41 - 50 157 1.000

> 50 -.117 1.000

41 -50 <30 -.085 1.000

31-40 -.157 1.000

> 50 -274 1.000

> 50 <30 .189 1.000

31-40 A17 1.000

41 - 50 274 1.000

Pay <30 31-40 .073 1.000
41 -50 360 365

> 50 -.198 1.000

31-40 <30 -.073 1.000

41 -50 287 578

> 50 =272 1.000

41 -50 <30 -.360 365

31-40 -.287 578

> 50 -.558 412

> 50 <30 .198 1.000

31-40 272 1.000

41 -50 558 412

Promotion <30 31-40 .041 1.000

41 -50 .040 1.000

> 50 -.289 1.000

31-40 <30 -.041 1.000
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Table 4.29 Differences between age and influencing factors of job satisfaction
(Cont.)

Influencing Factors (D) Age J) Age Di?f/[eiillllce Sig
of Job Satisfaction Group Group (I-J) )

41 -50 -.001 1.000

> 50 -.329 1.000

41 - 50 <30 -.040 1.000

31-40 .001 1.000

>50 -.328 1.000

> 50 <30 289 1.000

31-40 329 1.000

41 - 50 328 1.000

Supervision <30 31-40 .108 1.000

41 - 50 212 1.000

> 50 .540 584

31-40 <30 -.108 1.000

41 - 50 .105 1.000

>50 432 1.000

41 - 50 <30 =212 1.000

31-40 -.105 1.000

>50 327 1.000

> 50 <30 -.540 .584

31-40 -432 1.000

41 - 50 -.327 1.000

Co-workers <30 31-40 .095 1.000

41 -50 .060 1.000

> 50 -.358 1.000

31-40 <30 -.095 1.000

41 - 50 -.035 1.000

>50 -453 .654

41 - 50 <30 -.060 1.000

31-40 .035 1.000

> 50 -417 .934

> 50 <30 358 1.000

31-40 453 .654

41 -50 417 .934

Role of Ambiguity <30 31-40 .036 1.000

41 -50 .061 1.000

> 50 -.024 1.000

31-40 <30 -.036 1.000

41 -50 .025 1.000

> 50 -.060 1.000

41 -50 <30 -.061 1.000

31-40 -.025 1.000
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Table 4.29 Differences between age and influencing factors of job satisfaction
(Cont.)

Influencing Factors (D) Age J) Age Di?f/[eiillllce Sig
of Job Satisfaction Group Group (I-J) )
> 50 -.085 1.000
> 50 <30 .024 1.000
31-40 .060 1.000
41 -50 .085 1.000
Organization Climate <30 31-40 159 1.000
41 -50 176 1.000
> 50 .058 1.000
31-40 <30 -.159 1.000
41 -50 016 1.000
> 50 -.101 1.000
41 - 50 <30 -.176 1.000
31-40 -.016 1.000
> 50 -.118 1.000
> 50 <30 -.058 1.000
31-40 101 1.000
41 -50 18 1.000
Stress <30 31-40 -.094 1.000
41 -50 012 1.000
> 50 157 1.000
31-40 <30 .094 1.000
41 - 50 .106 1.000
> 50 251 1.000
41 - 50 <30 -.012 1.000
31-40 -.106 1.000
> 50 145 1.000
> 50 <30 -.157 1.000
31-40 -.251 1.000
41 -50 -.145 1.000
Perception of fair <30 31-40 -.089 1.000
treatment
41 -50 .039 1.000
> 50 -.240 1.000
31-40 <30 .089 1.000
41 -50 129 1.000
> 50 -.151 1.000
41 -50 <30 -.039 1.000
31-40 -.129 1.000
> 50 -.279 1.000
> 50 <30 240 1.000

31-40 151 1.000
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Table 4.29 Differences between age and influencing factors of job satisfaction
(Cont.)

Influencing Factors  (I) Age (J) Age Di?i/‘[e(;?lllce Si
of Job Satisfaction Group Group (1-J) &
41 - 50 279 1.000

4.10.6 Gender and influencing factors of job satisfaction

The difference of gender in terms of influencing factors of job satisfaction
was examined by using a t-test. Table 4.30 and 4.31 shows that the organization climate
is the only factor exhibiting a difference between male and female flight attendants, with
female flight attendants thinking that organization climate has a greater influence on job
satisfaction than male flight attendants. Even though there are no significant differences
in the rest of the factors, the results indicate slight differences in each factor: while male
flight attendants reported that the work itself, pay, promotion, and perception on fair
treatment were higher influences on job satisfaction than the rest of factors, female flight
attendant thought that supervision, co-workers, role ambiguity, and stress were more

important to job satisfaction than other factors.

Table 4.30 The means of gender and influencing factors of job satisfaction

Male Female
Job Satisfaction Items
Mean SD Mean SD
The work itself 543 1.275 5.22 1.330
Pay 6.23 1.409 6.12 1.348
Promotion 6.04 1.499 5.86 1.642
Supervision 5.10 1.441 5.30 1.468
Co-workers 4.88 1.318 4.90 1.313
Role of Ambiguity 4.75 1.197 4.82 1.183
Organization Climate 4.82 1.183 5.04 1.026
Stress 4.71 1.272 4.84 1.337

Perception of fair

6.05 1.560 6.04 1.480
treatment
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Table 4.31 Differences between gender and influencing factors of job satisfaction

Influencing Si Mean
Factors of Job F Sig. t-value 8- .

. . (2-tailed) Difference
Satisfaction
The work itself .000 992 1.586 113 .209
Pay .038 .847 776 438 .108
Promotion 1.971 .161 1.167 244 .186
Supervision 1.269 261 -1.362 174 -.200
Co-workers 116 733 -.178 .859 -.024
Role of Ambiguity 995 319 -.592 554 -.071
Organization 5.204 023 2017 044* _221
Climate
Stress 962 327 -.966 335 -.127
Perception\gt faig 803 371 093 926 014
treatment

4.10.7 Current position and influencing factors of job satisfaction
One-way ANOVA was employed to identify differences in this section, with
the results showing that a significant difference only in stress. Other factors had no

significant difference. Table 4.32 identifies differences between each factor.

Table 4.32 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction
Inﬂuencing Fact.ors of Mean Sig,
Job Satisfaction Square
The work itself 2.921 1.726 114
Pay 2.840 1.514 172
Promotion 4.201 1.699 120
Supervision 1.625 762 .600

Co-workers 2.297 1.337 .239
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Table 4.32 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Inﬂuencing Fact.ors of Mean Sig,
Job Satisfaction Square
Role of Ambiguity 3.448 2.496 .082
Organization Climate .836 716 .637
Stress 5918 3.594 .002*
Perception of fair treatment 2.464 1.076 376

As mentioned above, stress is the only factor that shows a difference, with
Table 4.33 showing that only foreign flight attendants had different opinions from CAF,
CAE, and CAR; foreign flight attendants thought that stress exterted less influence on the

level of job satisfaction.

Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction
Influencing
(I) Current (J) Current Mean .
Factors of Job Py /4 . Sig.
. ) Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
The work itself IM AP 265 1.000
CAF -.261 1.000
CAE -.010 1.000
CAR -.457 1.000
CAY -.017 1.000
Foreign F/A 315 1.000
AP M -.265 1.000
CAF -.526 1.000
CAE -274 1.000
CAR =721 428
CAY -.282 1.000
Foreign F/A 051 1.000
CAF M 261 1.000
AP 526 1.000
CAE 252 1.000

CAR -.195 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
CAY 244 1.000
Foreign F/A ST7 1.000
CAE M .010 1.000
AP 274 1.000
CAF -.252 1.000
CAR -.447 1.000
CAY -.008 1.000
Foreign F/A 325 1.000
CAR M 457 1.000
AP 721 428
CAF 195 1.000
CAE 447 1.000
CAY 440 1.000
Foreign F/A 172 819
CAY M 017 1.000
AP 282 1.000
CAF -.244 1.000
CAE .008 1.000
CAR -.440 1.000
Foreign F/A 333 1.000
Foreign F/A M -315 1.000
AP -.051 1.000
CAF =577 1.000
CAE -.325 1.000
CAR =772 .819
CAY -.333 1.000
Pay M AP 381 1.000
CAF -.234 1.000
CAE -.226 1.000
CAR -.325 1.000
CAY 142 1.000
Foreign F/A 173 1.000
AP M -.381 1.000
CAF -.615 11
CAE -.607 .899
CAR -.706 .650
CAY -.239 1.000
Foreign F/A -.208 1.000
CAF M 234 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction

AP 615 11
CAE .008 1.000
CAR -.091 1.000
CAY 376 1.000
Foreign F/A 406 1.000
CAE M 226 1.000

AP .607 .899
CAF -.008 1.000
CAR -.099 1.000
CAY 368 1.000
Foreign F/A 399 1.000
CAR M 325 1.000

AP 706 .650
CAF .091 1.000
CAE .099 1.000
CAY 467 1.000
Foreign F/A 498 1.000
CAY M -.142 1.000
AP 239 1.000
CAF -.376 1.000
CAE -.368 1.000
CAR -.467 1.000
Foreign F/A .031 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -.173 1.000
AP 208 1.000
CAF -.406 1.000
CAE -.399 1.000
CAR -.498 1.000
CAY -.031 1.000
Promotion IM AP 354 1.000
CAF -.053 1.000
CAE 011 1.000
CAR 291 1.000
CAY .642 1.000
Foreign F/A 533 1.000
AP M -.354 1.000
CAF -.407 1.000
CAE -.343 1.000
CAR -.063 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction

CAY 288 1.000
Foreign F/A 178 1.000
CAF M .053 1.000
AP 407 1.000
CAE .064 1.000
CAR 344 1.000

CAY .695 .140
Foreign F/A .586 1.000
CAE M -.011 1.000
AP 343 1.000
CAF -.064 1.000
CAR 280 1.000

CAY 631 413
Foreign F/A 522 1.000
CAR M -.291 1.000
AP .063 1.000
CAF -.344 1.000
CAE -.280 1.000
CAY 351 1.000
Foreign F/A 241 1.000
CAY M -.642 1.000
AP -.288 1.000

CAF -.695 .140

CAE -.631 413
CAR -.351 1.000
Foreign F/A -.110 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.533 1.000
AP -.178 1.000

CAF -.586 1.000

CAE -.522 1.000

CAR -.241 1.000

CAY 110 1.000

Supervision M AP A11 1.000
CAF -.230 1.000

CAE -.432 1.000

CAR -.137 1.000

CAY -.094 1.000

Foreign F/A -.063 1.000

AP M -.111 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
CAF -.341 1.000
CAE -.543 1.000
CAR -.248 1.000
CAY -.205 1.000
Foreign F/A -.174 1.000
CAF M 230 1.000
AP 341 1.000
CAE -.202 1.000
CAR 092 1.000
CAY 135 1.000
Foreign F/A 167 1.000
CAE M 432 1.000
AP .543 1.000
CAF 202 1.000
CAR 294 1.000
CAY 337 1.000
Foreign F/A 369 1.000
CAR M 137 1.000
AP 248 1.000
CAF -.092 1.000
CAE -.294 1.000
CAY .043 1.000
Foreign F/A .075 1.000
CAY M .094 1.000
AP 205 1.000
CAF -.135 1.000
CAE -.337 1.000
CAR -.043 1.000
Foreign F/A .032 1.000
Foreign F/A M .063 1.000
AP 174 1.000
CAF -.167 1.000
CAE -.369 1.000
CAR -.075 1.000
CAY -.032 1.000
Co-workers M AP .053 1.000
CAF 490 1.000
CAE 270 1.000

CAR 532 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
CAY 389 1.000
Foreign F/A -.137 1.000
AP M -.053 1.000
CAF 437 1.000
CAE 217 1.000
CAR 479 1.000
CAY 336 1.000
Foreign F/A -.190 1.000
CAF M -.490 1.000
AP -.437 1.000
CAE -.220 1.000
CAR .042 1.000
CAY -.101 1.000
Foreign F/A -.627 1.000
CAE M -.270 1.000
AP =217 1.000
CAF 220 1.000
CAR 263 1.000
CAY 119 1.000
Foreign F/A -.407 1.000
CAR M -.532 1.000
AP -479 1.000
CAF -.042 1.000
CAE -.263 1.000
CAY -.143 1.000
Foreign F/A -.669 1.000
CAY M -.389 1.000
AP -.336 1.000
CAF 101 1.000
CAE -.119 1.000
CAR .143 1.000
Foreign F/A -.526 1.000
Foreign F/A M 137 1.000
AP 190 1.000
CAF .627 1.000
CAE 407 1.000
CAR .669 1.000

CAY 526 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
Role of

Ambiguity M AP -.238 1.000
CAF .043 1.000
CAE -.322 1.000
CAR -.042 1.000
CAY 271 1.000
Foreign F/A 574 1.000
AP M 238 1.000
CAF 281 1.000
CAE -.084 1.000
CAR .196 1.000
CAY .509 1.000

Foreign F/A 813 610
CAF M -.043 1.000
AP -.281 1.000

CAE -.366 434
CAR -.085 1.000
CAY 228 1.000

Foreign F/A 531 1.000

CAE M 322 1.000

AP .084 1.000

CAF 366 434

CAR .280 1.000

CAY 594 072

Foreign F/A .897 105

CAR M .042 1.000

AP -.196 1.000

CAF .085 1.000

CAE -.280 1.000

CAY 313 1.000

Foreign F/A 616 1.000

CAY M =271 1.000

AP -.509 1.000

CAF -.228 1.000

CAE -.594 072

CAR -.313 1.000

Foreign F/A 303 1.000

Foreign F/A M -.574 1.000

AP -.813 610
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
CAF -.531 1.000
CAE -.897 105
CAR -.616 1.000
CAY -.303 1.000
Organization M AP -.302 1.000
Climate
CAF -.087 1.000
CAE -.264 1.000
CAR -.190 1.000
CAY 017 1.000
Foreign F/A .060 1.000
AP M 302 1.000
CAF 215 1.000
CAE .037 1.000
CAR A11 1.000
CAY 319 1.000
Foreign F/A 361 1.000
CAF M .087 1.000
AP -215 1.000
CAE -177 1.000
CAR -.104 1.000
CAY .104 1.000
Foreign F/A 146 1.000
CAE M 264 1.000
AP -.037 1.000
CAF 177 1.000
CAR 074 1.000
CAY 281 1.000
Foreign F/A 324 1.000
CAR M .190 1.000
AP -111 1.000
CAF 104 1.000
CAE -.074 1.000
CAY 208 1.000
Foreign F/A 250 1.000
CAY M -.017 1.000
AP =319 1.000
CAF -.104 1.000

CAE -.281 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction

CAR -.208 1.000
Foreign F/A .042 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.060 1.000
AP -.361 1.000
CAF -.146 1.000
CAE -.324 1.000
CAR -.250 1.000
CAY -.042 1.000
Stress IM AP 476 1.000
CAF -.079 1.000
CAE -.085 1.000
CAR -.347 1.000
CAY 338 1.000

Foreign F/A 997 414
AP IM -476 1.000

CAF -.556 .854

CAE -.561 957

CAR -.824 154
CAY -.138 1.000
Foreign F/A 521 1.000
CAF M .079 1.000

AP 556 .854
CAE -.006 1.000
CAR -.268 1.000

CAY 417 957

Foreign F/A 1.076(%*) .034
CAE M .085 1.000

AP 561 957
CAF .006 1.000
CAR -.262 1.000
CAY 423 1.000

Foreign F/A 1.082(*) .041
CAR M 347 1.000

AP .824 154
CAF 268 1.000
CAE 262 1.000

CAY .685 142

Foreign F/A 1.344(*) .006

CAY M -.338 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing

Factors of Job M Cur.rfent ) Cur.rfent . Mean Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction

AP 138 1.000

CAF -417 957
CAE -423 1.000

CAR -.685 142
Foreign F/A .659 1.000

Foreign F/A M -.997 414
AP -.521 1.000

CAF -1.076(*) .034

CAE -1.082(*) 041

CAR -1.344(%*) .006
CAY -.659 1.000
Pefreption of M AP 296 1.000

fair treatment

CAF -.170 1.000
CAE -.147 1.000
CAR .039 1.000
CAY 302 1.000
Foreign F/A -.375 1.000
AP M -.296 1.000
CAF -.467 1.000
CAE -.444 1.000
CAR -.257 1.000
CAY .006 1.000
Foreign F/A -.671 1.000
CAF IM 170 1.000
AP 467 1.000
CAE .023 1.000
CAR 210 1.000
CAY 472 1.000
Foreign F/A -.205 1.000
CAE M 147 1.000
AP 444 1.000
CAF -.023 1.000
CAR 187 1.000
CAY 449 1.000
Foreign F/A -.228 1.000
CAR IM -.039 1.000
AP 257 1.000
CAF -.210 1.000
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Table 4.33 Differences between current positions for influencing factors of job

satisfaction (Cont.)

Influencing (I) Current (J) Current Mean .
Factors of Job oo " . Sig.
. . Position Position Difference (I-J)
Satisfaction
CAE -.187 1.000
CAY 263 1.000
Foreign F/A -414 1.000
CAY M -.302 1.000
AP -.006 1.000
CAF -472 1.000
CAE -.449 1.000
CAR -.263 1.000
Foreign F/A -.677 1.000
Foreign F/A IM 375 1.000
AP 671 1.000
CAF 205 1.000
CAE 228 1.000
CAR 414 1.000
CAY 677 1.000

4.10.8 Tenure and influencing factors of job satisfaction

This section reports on differences in tenure in the organization in each of the
influencing factors of job satisfaction by employing the t-test technique. The result
indicates that there are no significant differences for all factors. However, Table 4.34
shows that the mean of each factor for junior and senior flight attendants is slightly
different. Interestingly, promotion is the only factor that senior flight attendants thought
was more important. This reflects that senior flight attendants focus more on career

advancement than junior flight attendants.
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Table 4.34 The means of tenure in influencing factors of job satisfaction

Junior Senior

Influencing Factors of Job Satisfaction
Mean SD Mean SD

The work itself 5.35 1.256 5.27 1.372
Pay 6.22 1.344 6.11 1.414
Promotion 591 1.599 5.98 1.560
Supervision 5.26 1.428 5.13 1.493
Co-workers 4.89 1.309 4.89 1.323
Role of Ambiguity 4.84 1.201 4.72 1.173
Organization Climate 4.97 1.110 4.90 1.040
Stress 4.82 1.301 4.74 1.319
Perception of fair treatment 6.05 1.480 6.04 1.560

Table 4.35 Differences in tenure in influencing factors of job satisfaction

Influencing Si Mean
Factors of Job F Sig. t-value & .

. e (2-tailed) Difference
Satisfaction
The work itself 2.483 116 574 566 076
Pay 885 348 763 446 .106
Promotion 1.264 262 -.464 643 -.074
Supervision .194 .660 876 381 129
Co-workers 072 789 .025 980 .003
Role of Ambiguity .007 935 932 352 112
Organization 003 957 627 531 068
Climate
Stress 572 450 580 562 077
Perception of fair 111 739 040 968 006

treatment
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4.10.9 Age groups and organizational commitment items

This section employed the one-way ANOVA to identify differences between
each organizational commitment in terms of age groups. Table 4.36 shows that almost

half of the items present no differences including items no. 1, 4, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 15, and

16.

Table 4.36 Differences in age and organizational commitment items

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) / 105

Organizational Commitment Items Mean F Sig.
Square

1)'Bemg \{ery.happy to spend the rest of my career with 5510  3.048 089

this organization.

2) Feeling as if this organization’s problems are my 12019 6114 .000%

own.

3) Fee?hng a strong sense of “belonging” to my 13257 6504  000*

organization.

4) No'fee‘hng emotionally attached” to this 5991 2155 093

organization.

5) No.fee‘hng like “part of the family” at my 6533 2589 053

organization.

6) Th}s organization has a great deal of personal 15877 10436 .000%

meaning for me.

7) Right now, staying with my organization is a matter 7405 2670 047

of necessity as much as desire.

8') It would be very hard for me to leave my organization 11.074 3.909 009*

right now, even if [ wanted to.

9) Too much of my life wgulc} be disrupted if I decided I 18247 6896 .000*

wanted to leave my organization now.

10) Feeling that I have too few options to consider 13.070 5442  001*

leaving this organization.
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Table 4.36 Differences in age and organizational commitment items (Cont.)

Mean

Organizational Commitment Items
Square

Sig.

11) If not already put so much of myself into this

organization, I might consider leaving this organization. 4883 2147094

12) One of the few negative consequences of leaving
this organization would be the scarcity of available 1.796 951 416
alternatives.

13) Not feeling any obligation to remain with my current

958 .568 .637
employer.

14) Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it

*
would be right to leave my organization now. RS 3975 008

15) Feeling guilty if I left my organization now. 4220 1903 .128

16) This organization deserves my loyalty. 3980 2.160 .092

17) Not leaving my organization right now because |

*
have a sense of obligation to the people in it. S b5y 000

18) Feeling owe a great deal to my organization. 16.853  8.173  .000*

Table 4.37 shows that in item no.2, the group < 30 years old had a different
and lower level of agreement with this item than the age group >50, and also the group
31 — 40 years old had a different and lower level of agreement to this item than the
groups 41 — 50 and >50 years old. For item no.3, the groups < 30 and 31 — 40 years old
had a different and lower level of agreement to this item than the age group >50. For
item no. 6, the group >50 and < 30 years old had different and higher levels of agreement
than every group. For item no.8, only group >50 had a different and lower level of
agreement to this item than the group 31 — 40 and 41 — 50 years old, which was quite
similar for item no.9, but in item no.9, the group >50 had a different and lower level of

agreement to this item than every group. For item no.10, the group 31 — 40 years old had
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a different and higher level of agreement to this item than the groups < 30 and > 50 years
old. The group < 30 was the only group with a different and lower level of agreement to
item no. 14 than the group >50. For item no.17, the group >50 had a different and higher
level of agreement than groups < 30 and 31 — 40. For the last item, no.18, the groups <30

and 31 - 40 had different and lower levels of agreement than groups 41 — 50 and >50

years old.
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Table 4.37 Differences between age groups for organizational commitment items

Organizational (D Age

J) Age

Mean

Commitment Group Group Difference (I-J) Sig.
Item no.1 <30 31-40 .057 1.000
41-50 -.283 797

> 50 -.666 162

31-40 <30 -.057 1.000

41-50 -.340 .269

> 50 -.722 .076

41-50 <30 283 797

31-40 340 .269
> 50 -.383 1.000

> 50 <30 .666 162

31-40 722 076
41 -50 383 1.000

Item no.2 <30 31-40 275 707
41-50 -.229 1.000

> 50 -.849(*) .041

31-40 <30 -.275 707

41-50 -.504(*) 027

> 50 -1.124(%*) .001
41-50 <30 229 1.000

31-40 S504(*) 027

> 50 -.621 288

> 50 <30 .849(*) .041

31-40 1.124(*) .001

41 -50 621 288
Item no.3 <30 31-40 226 1.000
41 -50 -.237 1.000

> 50 -1.016(*) .009
31-40 <30 -.226 1.000

41-50 -463 061

> 50 -1.242(*) .000
41 -50 <30 237 1.000
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Table 4.37 Differences between age groups for organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (@ Age J) Age Mean

Commitment Group Group Difference (I-J) Sig.
31-40 463 .061

> 50 =778 .090

> 50 <30 1.016(*) .009

31-40 1.242(*) .000

41-50 778 .090

Item no.4 <30 31-40 -.222 1.000
41 -50 -.150 1.000

> 50 590 541

31-40 <30 222 1.000

41 -50 071 1.000

> 50 811 .093

41-50 <30 150 1.000

31-40 -.071 1.000

> 50 740 203

> 50 <30 -.590 541

31-40 -.811 .093

41-50 -.740 203

Item no.5 <30 31-40 -.119 1.000
41 -50 .032 1.000

> 50 .829 119
31-40 <30 119 1.000
41 -50 151 1.000

> 50 947(%) .034
41-50 <30 -.032 1.000
31-40 -.151 1.000

> 50 796 151

> 50 <30 -.829 119

31-40 -.947(*) .034

41-50 -.796 151
Item no.6 <30 31-40 111 1.000
41-50 -433 074

> 50 -1.425(%) .000
31-40 <30 A11 1.000

41 -50 -.322 229

> 50 -1.314(*) .000

41-50 <30 433 074

31-40 322 229

> 50 -.992(*) .002

> 50 <30 1.425(*) .000

31 - 40 1.314(%) .000
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Table 4.37 Differences between age groups for organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (@ Age J) Age Mean

Commitment Group Group Difference (I-J) Sig.
41-50 992(*) .002
Item no.7 <30 31-40 -.241 1.000
41-50 -.259 1.000

> 50 .688 388
31-40 <30 241 1.000
41 -50 -.018 1.000

> 50 .929 .058
41 -50 <30 259 1.000
31-40 018 1.000

> 50 947 067

> 50 <30 -.688 388

31-40 -.929 058

41-50 -.947 .067

Item no.8 <30 31-40 -410 312
41-50 -434 394

> 50 .622 .589

31-40 <30 410 312
41 -50 -.023 1.000

> 50 1.033(*) 027

41 -50 <30 434 394
31-40 023 1.000

> 50 1.056(*) 031

> 50 <30 -.622 .589

31-40 -1.033(*) .027

41-50 -1.056(*) .031

Item no.9 <30 31-40 -.288 952
41-50 -.164 1.000

> 50 1.278(*) .003

31-40 <30 288 952
41 -50 124 1.000

> 50 1.566(*) .000
41 -50 <30 164 1.000
31-40 -.124 1.000

> 50 1.442(*) .001

> 50 <30 -1.278(*) .003

31-40 -1.566(*) .000

41-50 -1.442(%*) .001

Item no.10 <30 31-40 -.528(*) 041
41 -50 -.101 1.000

> 50 .602 495
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Table 4.37 Differences between age groups for organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (@ Age J) Age Mean

Commitment Group Group Difference (I-J) Sig.
31-40 <30 S528(%) 041

41-50 427 172

> 50 1.130(*) .004

41-50 <30 101 1.000

31-40 -427 172

> 50 702 258

> 50 <30 -.602 495

31-40 -1.130(*) .004

41 -50 -.702 258

Item no.11 <30 31-40 -.298 .694
41-50 -.402 343
> 50 240 1.000

31-40 <30 298 .694
41-50 -.104 1.000

> 50 538 583

41-50 <30 402 343
31-40 104 1.000

> 50 .642 343
> 50 <30 -.240 1.000

31-40 -.538 583

41 -50 -.642 343

Item no.12 <30 31-40 249 .891
41-50 123 1.000
> 50 -.095 1.000

31-40 <30 -.249 .891
41-50 -.126 1.000
> 50 -.344 1.000
41-50 <30 -.123 1.000
31-40 126 1.000
> 50 -.218 1.000
> 50 <30 .095 1.000
31-40 344 1.000
41 -50 218 1.000
Item no.13 <30 31-40 .083 1.000
41 -50 176 1.000
> 50 320 1.000
31-40 <30 -.083 1.000
41-50 .093 1.000
> 50 237 1.000

41 -50 <30 -.176 1.000
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Table 4.37 Differences between age groups for organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (@ Age J) Age Mean

Commitment Group Group Difference (I-J) Sig.
31-40 -.093 1.000
> 50 144 1.000
> 50 <30 -.320 1.000
31-40 -.237 1.000
41 -50 -.144 1.000

Item no.14 <30 31-40 -.371 224
41 -50 -.340 520

> 50 -1.042(*) .006

31-40 <30 371 224
41 -50 .030 1.000

> 50 -.671 .168

41-50 <30 340 520
31-40 -.030 1.000

> 50 -.701 164

> 50 <30 1.042(*) .006

31-40 671 .168

41 -50 701 164

Item no.15 <30 31-40 -.283 77
41 -50 -.074 1.000

> 50 -.685 238

31-40 <30 283 77

41 -50 .209 1.000

> 50 -.402 1.000

41-50 <30 074 1.000

31-40 -.209 1.000

> 50 -.612 398

> 50 <30 .685 238

31-40 402 1.000

41-50 612 398

Item no.16 <30 31-40 192 1.000
41 -50 162 1.000

> 50 -.505 576

31-40 <30 -.192 1.000

41 -50 -.030 1.000

> 50 -.696 103

41-50 <30 -.162 1.000

31-40 .030 1.000

> 50 -.667 170

> 50 <30 .505 576

31-40 .696 103
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Table 4.37 Differences between age groups for organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (@ Age J) Age Mean

Commitment Group Group Difference (I-J) Sig.
41-50 .667 170
Item no.17 <30 31-40 -.250 1.000
41-50 -.524 .059

> 50 -1.313(%) .000
31-40 <30 250 1.000

41 -50 -.274 791

> 50 -1.064(*) .004

41 -50 <30 524 .059

31-40 274 791

> 50 -.789 .089

> 50 <30 1.313(*) .000

31-40 1.064(*) .004

41-50 789 .089

Item no.18 <30 31-40 -.145 1.000
41-50 -.759(*) .001

> 50 -1.101(*) .004

31-40 <30 145 1.000

41-50 -.613(*) .004

> 50 -.956(*) 012

41 -50 <30 759(%) .001

31-40 613(%) .004

> 50 -.343 1.000

> 50 <30 1.101(*) .004

31-40 956(*) 012

41-50 343 1.000

4.10.10 Gender and organizational commitment items

This section employed one-way ANOVA to test differences between gender
and organizational commitment items. The results show that ten items have differences:
1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9, 10, and 13. The results also indicate that female flight attendants tend
to have more affective commitment than male flight attendants, as the means of items no.
1, 2, 3, and 6 are higher for them. Even though, the mean of item no.4 for female flight
attendants is lower than for male flight attendants, but this item is a reversed item so that
also it also confirms that female flight attendants have more affective commitment than

male flight attendants. Interestingly, the male flight attendants tend to have more
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continuance commitment than female flight attendants as the means of items no.7, 8, 9,

and 10 are higher.

Table 4.38 The means of gender and organizational commitment items

Male Female
Organizational Commitment Items
Mean SD Mean SD
1) Being very happy to sp_enq the rest of 376 1354 410 1,340
my career with this organization.
2) Feeling as if this organization’s 413 1,556 445 1304
problems are my own.
3) Feelmg a strong sense of “belonging” to 402 1477 437 1.426
my organization.
4)'No feel.lng' emotionally attached” to 367 1,543 396 1,560
this organization.
5) No feel'lng. like “part of the family” at 336 1561 3557 1,619
my organization.
6) This organlgatlon has a great deal of 496 1218 455 1311
personal meaning for me.
7) Right now, staymg with my organlzgtlon 484 1,639 498 1,667
is a matter of necessity as much as desire.
8) It vs'/oul.d be.very hard for me to leave my 476 1671 430 1.702
organization right now, even if I wanted to.
9) Too much of my life would be disrupted
if I decided I wanted to leave my 5.00 1.630 4.64 1.675
organization now.
10) Eeehng that I hgve too ‘few‘ options to 469 1,566 433 1568
consider leaving this organization.
11) If not already put so much of myself
into this organization, I might consider 4.37 1.472 4.09 1.540
leaving this organization.
12) One of the few negative consequences
of leaving this organization would be the 3.30 1.413 3.43 1.341

scarcity of available alternatives.
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Table 4.38 The means of gender and organizational commitment items (Cont.)

Male Female

Organizational Commitment Items
Mean SD Mean SD

13) Not feeling any obligation to remain

. 4.07 1.269 3.76 1.306
with my current employer.

14) Even if it were to my advantage, I do
not feel it would be right to leave my 3.99 1.432 4.05 1.439
organization now.

15) Feeling guilty if I left my organization
now.

3.64 1.416 3.74 1.556

16) This organization deserves my loyalty. 4.29 1.415 4.50 1.316

17) Not leaving my organization right now
because I have a sense of obligation to the 3.83 1.467 3.72 1.484
people in it.

18) Feeling owe a great deal to my

.l . 4.57 1.453 4.81 1.486
organization.

Table 4.39 Differences between gender and organizational commitment items

Organi.zational F Sig, value Sig. .Mean
Commitment (2-tailed) Difference
Item no.1 122 727 -2.483 .013* -.337
Item no.2 7.592 .006 -2.126 .034* -311
Item no.3 339 .561 -2.367 .018* -.346
Item no.4 .008 929 2.587 .010* 405
Item no.5 1.428 233 1.814 .070 291
Item no.6 3.475 .063 -2.233 .026* -.286
Item no.7 165 .685 3.362 .001* 561
Item no.8 .041 .840 2.727 .007* 464

Item no.9 1.825 178 2.152 .032* 359
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Table 4.39 Differences between gender and organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organi.zational F Sig. t-value Sig. .Mean
Commitment (2-tailed) Difference
Item no.10 332 .565 2.273 .024* 359
Item no.11 352 553 1.868 .062 284
Item no.12 .052 .820 -.927 354 -.128
Item no.13 .854 356 2.343 .020* 305
Item no.14 229 .632 -416 .678 -.060
Item no.15 954 329 -.666 .505 -.100
Item no.16 .090 764 -1.556 120 -213
Item no.17 .300 .584 761 447 113
Item no.18 275 .600 -1.660 .098 -.246

4.10.11 Current position and organizational commitment items

This section studies the difference between current positions for the
organizational commitment items by using a one-way ANOVA. Table 4.40 shows that
most of the items have differences except items no.12 and 13, which are reversed items

and in the group of continuance commitment.

Table 4.40 Differences between current positions and organizational commitment

items

Mean

Organizational Commitment Items
Square

Sig.

1).Bemg \{ery'happy to spend the rest of my career with 16468 10221 .000*
this organization.

2) Feeling as if this organization’s problems are my
own.

19.814 11.200 .000*
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Table 4.40 Differences between current positions and organizational commitment

items (Cont.)

Organizational Commitment Items Mean F Sig.
Square

3) Fee}mg a strong sense of “belonging” to my 17.638 9357  000%
organization.

4) No‘fee'hng emotionally attached” to this 19501 8936 .000%
organization.

5) No'fee‘hng like “part of the family” at my 14550 6.140  .000*
organization.

6) Th}s organization has a great deal of personal 13454 9288  000*
meaning for me.

7) Right now, staying with my organization is a matter 13461  5.089 .000%
of necessity as much as desire.

8‘) It would be very hard for me to leave my organization 11191 4.043  001*
right now, even if I wanted to.

9) Too much of my life wguk'l be disrupted if I decided I 11.848 4514  000*
wanted to leave my organization now.

10) Eeehng that I ha@ too few options to consider 15190 6.641 .000%
leaving this organization.

11) If not already put so much of myself into this

*
organization, I might consider leaving this organization. 11.026 5104 000

12) One of the few negative consequences of leaving
this organization would be the scarcity of available 3487 1.872 .084
alternatives.

13) Not feeling any obligation to remain with my current 3393 2050 058
employer.
14) Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it

*
would be right to leave my organization now. 7478 3788 001

15) Feeling guilty if I left my organization now. 11.193  5.343  .000*
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Table 4.40 Differences between current positions and organizational commitment

items (Cont.)

Organizational Commitment Items Mean Sig.
Square
16) This organization deserves my loyalty. 9318 5.342 .000*

17) Not leaving my organization right now because |

*
have a sense of obligation to the people in it. 14.55007 434 000

18) Feeling owe a great deal to my organization. 15.790 8.036 .000*

Additionally, Table 4.41 shows the difference among current positions in
each item classified as organizational commitment. For items no.1 and 2, IM and AP
have different and higher levels of agreement than for every position except foreign flight
attendants, and they have no differences from each other, whereas foreign flight
attendants only have a higher level of agreement than CAE for item no.l but had no
difference for item no.2. For item no.3, IM had a different and higher level of agreement
than all other positions except AP, for which AP falls into the same circumstance as IM
except that AP has no difference with foreign flight attendants. Next is the reversed item
no.4 for which IM had a different and lower level of agreement than CAF, CAE, and
foreign flight attendants, the same as AP except that AP also had a different and lower
level of agreement than CAR. For the reversed item no.5, the results show that IM had a
different and lower level of agreement in this item than every other position except AP,
while AP had a different and lower level of agreement in this item than CAF, CAE, and
foreign flight attendants. IM and AP had different and higher levels of agreement for item
no.6 than every group except each other, and IM and AP only have different and higher
levels of agreement for item no.7 than CAF and CAE. IM and AP only have different and
higher levels of agreement for item no.8 than CAF. For item no.9, CAF had a different
and lower level of agreement than IM and AP, whereas CAE also had a different and
higher level of agreement than IM. Then, IM, AP, and foreign flight attendants had

different and lower levels of agreement for item no.10 than CAF and CAE. For item
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no.11, only CAY had a different and lower level of agreement than CAF and CAE, and in
item no.14 and 15, CAY had a different and lower level of agreement in this item than
IM, AP, and CAE. Item no.16 is slightly different since CAF and CAY had different and
lower levels of agreement in this item than IM and AP, with CAE also having a different
and lower level of agreement in this item than IM. In item no.17, IM, AP, and CAF had
different and higher levels of agreement than CAY and foreign flight attendants, but CAE
only had a different and higher level of agreement in this item than CAY. Finally, for
item no.18, IM had a different and higher level of agreement than CAE and CAY, while
AP had a different and higher level of agreement than every position, except IM and
CAR, with CAR also having a different and higher level of agreement in this item than
CAY.

Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

Organi‘zational @ Cur.r.ent @)} Cur.r?nt Dilf\;leerillllce Sig,
Commitment Position Position (I-J)

Item no.1 M AP 164 1.000
CAF 1.460(*) .000

CAE 1.691(*) .000

CAR 1.473(*) .000

CAY 1.295(*) .002
Foreign F/A 551 1.000
AP M -.164 1.000

CAF 1.296(*) .000

CAE 1.527(%*) .000

CAR 1.309(*) .000

CAY 1.131(*) .004

Foreign F/A 387 1.000

CAF M -1.460(*) .000

AP -1.296(*) .000

CAE 230 1.000

CAR 013 1.000

CAY -.166 1.000

Foreign F/A -910 147

CAE M -1.691(*) .000

AP -1.527(*) .000

CAF -.230 1.000

CAR -217 1.000
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAY -.396 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.140(*) .020
CAR IM  -1.473(%) .000
AP -1.309(*) .000
CAF -.013 1.000
CAE 217 1.000
CAY -.179 1.000
Foreign F/A -.923 243
CAY IM  -1.295(%) .002
AP -1.131(%) .004
CAF 166 1.000
CAE 396 1.000
CAR 179 1.000
Foreign F/A -.744 851
Foreign F/A M -.551 1.000
AP -.387 1.000
CAF 910 147
CAE 1.140(*) .020
CAR 923 .243
CAY 744 851
Item no.2 M AP .000 1.000
CAF 1.593(*) .000
CAE 1.804(*) .000
CAR 1.373(*) .002
CAY 1.346(*) .002
Foreign F/A .854 1.000
AP M .000 1.000
CAF 1.593(%*) .000
CAE 1.804(*) .000
CAR 1.373(*) .000
CAY 1.346(*) .000
Foreign F/A .854 .892
CAF IM  -1.593(%) .000
AP -1.593(%) .000
CAE 211 1.000
CAR -.220 1.000
CAY -.247 1.000
Foreign F/A -.738 764
CAE IM  -1.804(*) .000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
AP -1.804(*) .000
CAF -211 1.000
CAR -431 1.000
CAY -458 955
Foreign F/A -.949 .180
CAR M -1.373(%) .002
AP -1.373(%) .000
CAF 220 1.000
CAE 431 1.000
CAY -.027 1.000
Foreign F/A =518 1.000
CAY IM  -1.346(%) .002
AP -1.346(*) .000
CAF 247 1.000
CAE 458 955
CAR 027 1.000
Foreign F/A -.492 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.854 1.000
AP -.854 .892
CAF 738 764
CAE .949 .180
CAR 518 1.000
CAY 492 1.000
Item no.3 M AP 439 1.000
CAF 1.721(*) .000
CAE 1.946(*) .000
CAR 1.633(*) .000
CAY 1.791(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.747(%) .003
AP M -.439 1.000
CAF 1.281(*) .000
CAE 1.507(*) .000
CAR 1.194(*) .006
CAY 1.352(*) .001
Foreign F/A 1.308 .057
CAF M -1.721(%) .000
AP -1.281(*) .000
CAE 226 1.000
CAR -.088 1.000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAY .070 1.000
Foreign F/A .026 1.000
CAE IM  -1.946(*) .000
AP -1.507(*) .000
CAF -.226 1.000
CAR -313 1.000
CAY -.156 1.000
Foreign F/A -.199 1.000
CAR IM  -1.633(%) .000
AP -1.194(*) .006
CAF .088 1.000
CAE 313 1.000
CAY 158 1.000
Foreign F/A 114 1.000
CAY M -1.791(*) .000
AP -1.352(*) .001
CAF -.070 1.000
CAE 156 1.000
CAR -.158 1.000
Foreign F/A -.044 1.000
Foreign F/A M -1.747(*) .003
AP -1.308 .057
CAF -.026 1.000
CAE .199 1.000
CAR -.114 1.000
CAY .044 1.000
Item no.4 M AP -.005 1.000
CAF  -1.620(*) .000
CAE  -1.562(*) .000
CAR -1.171 .050
CAY -1.065 114
Foreign F/A  -2.170(*) .000
AP M .005 1.000
CAF  -1.615(*) .000
CAE  -1.557(*) .000
CAR  -1.166(*) .021
CAY -1.059 .054
Foreign F/A  -2.164(*) .000
CAF M 1.620(*) .000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

Results of Data Analysis /122

(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
AP 1.615(*) .000
CAE .058 1.000
CAR 449 1.000
CAY 555 439
Foreign F/A -.550 1.000
CAE M 1.562(*) .000
AP 1.557(*) .000
CAF -.058 1.000
CAR 392 1.000
CAY 498 1.000
Foreign F/A -.607 1.000
CAR M 1.171 .050
AP 1.166(*) .021
CAF -.449 1.000
CAE -.392 1.000
CAY .106 1.000
Foreign F/A -.999 395
CAY M 1.065 114
AP 1.059 .054
CAF -.555 439
CAE -.498 1.000
CAR -.106 1.000
Foreign F/A -1.105 191
Foreign F/A M 2.170(*) .000
AP 2.164(*) .000
CAF 550 1.000
CAE .607 1.000
CAR 999 .395
CAY 1.105 191
Item no.5 M AP -.370 1.000
CAF  -1.422(*) .002
CAE  -1.719(*) .000
CAR  -1.333(%) .019
CAY  -1.440(*) .007
Foreign F/A  -2.104(*) .001
AP M 370 1.000
CAF  -1.052(*) .027
CAE  -1.349(*) .001
CAR -.963 187
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAY -1.070 .073
Foreign F/A -1.734(*) .008
CAF M 1.422(*) .002
AP 1.052(*) .027
CAE -.297 1.000
CAR .089 1.000
CAY -.018 1.000
Foreign F/A -.682 1.000
CAE M 1.719(*) .000
AP 1.349(*) .001
CAF 297 1.000
CAR 386 1.000
CAY 279 1.000
Foreign F/A -.385 1.000
CAR M 1.333(*) .019
AP 963 187
CAF -.089 1.000
CAE -.386 1.000
CAY -.107 1.000
Foreign F/A =771 1.000
CAY M 1.440(*) .007
AP 1.070 .073
CAF 018 1.000
CAE -.279 1.000
CAR 107 1.000
Foreign F/A -.664 1.000
Foreign F/A M 2.104(*) .001
AP 1.734(*) .008
CAF .682 1.000
CAE 385 1.000
CAR 71 1.000
CAY .664 1.000
Item no.6 M AP 185 1.000
CAF 1.237(*) .000
CAE 1.530(*) .000
CAR 1.294(*) .001

CAY  1.648(*%) .000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A 1.542(*) .003
AP M -.185 1.000
CAF 1.052(*) .001
CAE 1.345(%) .000
CAR 1.109(*) .003
CAY 1.463(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.356(%*) .008
CAF M -1.237(%) .000
AP -1.052(*) .001
CAE 293 1.000
CAR .057 1.000
CAY 411 754
Foreign F/A 305 1.000
CAE IM  -1.530(*%) .000
AP -1.345(%) .000
CAF -.293 1.000
CAR -.236 1.000
CAY 118 1.000
Foreign F/A 012 1.000
CAR IM  -1.294(%*) .001
AP -1.109(*) .003
CAF -.057 1.000
CAE 236 1.000
CAY 354 1.000
Foreign F/A 248 1.000
CAY IM  -1.648(*) .000
AP -1.463(*) .000
CAF -411 754
CAE -.118 1.000
CAR -.354 1.000
Foreign F/A -.106 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -1.542(*) .003
AP -1.356(*) .008
CAF -.305 1.000
CAE -.012 1.000
CAR -.248 1.000
CAY .106 1.000
Item no.7 M AP .032 1.000

CAF  -1.405(*) .006
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)

CAE  -1.292(*) .023
CAR -.818 1.000

CAY -.939 .540

Foreign F/A -1.086 941
AP M -.032 1.000

CAF  -1.437(%) .001

CAE  -1.324(%*) .005

CAR -.850 .604

CAY -971 252

Foreign F/A -1.118 .629

CAF M 1.405(*) .006

AP 1.437(*) .001
CAE 113 1.000

CAR 587 .600
CAY 466 1.000
Foreign F/A 319 1.000

CAE M 1.292(*) .023

AP 1.324(*) .005
CAF -.113 1.000
CAR 474 1.000
CAY 353 1.000
Foreign F/A 206 1.000
CAR M 818 1.000

AP .850 .604

CAF -.587 .600
CAE -474 1.000
CAY -.121 1.000
Foreign F/A -.268 1.000

CAY M .939 .540

AP 971 252
CAF -.466 1.000
CAE -.353 1.000
CAR 121 1.000
Foreign F/A -.147 1.000

Foreign F/A IM 1.086 941
AP 1.118 .629

CAF -.319 1.000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAE -.206 1.000
CAR 268 1.000
CAY 147 1.000
Item no.8 M AP -.058 1.000
CAF  -1.317(%) .017
CAE -1.113 122
CAR -.742 1.000
CAY -.693 1.000
Foreign F/A -.804 1.000
AP M .058 1.000
CAF  -1.259(*) .008
CAE -1.055 .081
CAR -.684 1.000
CAY -.635 1.000
Foreign F/A -.745 1.000
CAF M 1.317(*) .017
AP 1.259(*) .008
CAE 205 1.000
CAR 575 758
CAY 625 442
Foreign F/A 514 1.000
CAE M 1.113 122
AP 1.055 .081
CAF -.205 1.000
CAR 370 1.000
CAY 420 1.000
Foreign F/A 309 1.000
CAR M 742 1.000
AP .684 1.000
CAF -.575 758
CAE -.370 1.000
CAY .050 1.000
Foreign F/A -.061 1.000
CAY IM 693 1.000
AP .635 1.000
CAF -.625 442
CAE -420 1.000
CAR -.050 1.000

Foreign F/A -111 1.000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A M .804 1.000
AP 745 1.000
CAF -514 1.000
CAE -.309 1.000
CAR 061 1.000
CAY A11 1.000
Item no.9 M AP -.307 1.000
CAF  -1.544(*) .001
CAE  -1.286(*) .023
CAR -1.165 122
CAY -1.117 .164
Foreign F/A -.818 1.000
AP M 307 1.000
CAF  -1.237(*) .007
CAE -.979 123
CAR -.858 558
CAY -.810 137
Foreign F/A -.512 1.000
CAF M 1.544(*) .001
AP 1.237(*) .007
CAE 258 1.000
CAR 379 1.000
CAY 427 1.000
Foreign F/A 725 1.000
CAE M 1.286(*) .023
AP 979 123
CAF -.258 1.000
CAR 121 1.000
CAY .169 1.000
Foreign F/A 468 1.000
CAR M 1.165 122
AP .858 558
CAF -.379 1.000
CAE -.121 1.000
CAY .048 1.000
Foreign F/A 347 1.000

CAY M 1.117 164
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

Results of Data Analysis/128

(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
AP 810 137
CAF -427 1.000
CAE -.169 1.000
CAR -.048 1.000
Foreign F/A 298 1.000
Foreign F/A M 818 1.000
AP 512 1.000
CAF -.725 1.000
CAE -.468 1.000
CAR -.347 1.000
CAY -.298 1.000
Item no.10 IM AP .053 1.000
CAF  -1.258(*) .009
CAE  -1.281(*) .010
CAR -.899 470
CAY -.580 1.000
Foreign F/A .009 1.000
AP M -.053 1.000
CAF  -1.311(%) .001
CAE  -1.334(*) .001
CAR -.952 178
CAY -.632 1.000
Foreign F/A -.044 1.000
CAF M 1.258(*) .009
AP 1.311(*) .001
CAE -.023 1.000
CAR 359 1.000
CAY .679 124
Foreign F/A 1.267(%) .035
CAE M 1.281(*) .010
AP 1.334(*) .001
CAF 023 1.000
CAR 382 1.000
CAY 702 .149
Foreign F/A 1.290(*) .036
CAR M .899 470
AP 952 178
CAF -.359 1.000
CAE -.382 1.000
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(Cont.)
oo Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAY 320 1.000
Foreign F/A 908 172
CAY M .580 1.000
AP .632 1.000
CAF -.679 124
CAE -.702 .149
CAR -.320 1.000
Foreign F/A 588 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.009 1.000
AP .044 1.000
CAF  -1.267(*) .035
CAE  -1.290(*) .036
CAR -.908 172
CAY -.588 1.000
Item no.11 M AP .190 1.000
CAF -.669 1.000
CAE -.701 1.000
CAR -.202 1.000
CAY 235 1.000
Foreign F/A 482 1.000
AP M -.190 1.000
CAF -.859 122
CAE -.891 120
CAR -.392 1.000
CAY .044 1.000
Foreign F/A 292 1.000
CAF M .669 1.000
AP .859 122
CAE -.032 1.000
CAR 467 1.000
CAY 903(*) .004
Foreign F/A 1.151 .068
CAE IM 701 1.000
AP .891 120
CAF 032 1.000
CAR 499 1.000
CAY 935(%) .005
Foreign F/A 1.183 .065
CAR M 202 1.000
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
AP 392 1.000
CAF -.467 1.000
CAE -.499 1.000
CAY 436 1.000
Foreign F/A .684 1.000
CAY M -.235 1.000
AP -.044 1.000
CAF -.903(*) .004
CAE -.935(*) .005
CAR -.436 1.000
Foreign F/A 248 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -.482 1.000
AP -.292 1.000
CAF -1.151 .068
CAE -1.183 .065
CAR -.684 1.000
CAY -.248 1.000
Item no.12 IM AP 339 1.000
CAF .709 575
CAE 478 1.000
CAR 445 1.000
CAY 121 1.000
Foreign F/A 795 1.000
AP M -.339 1.000
CAF 370 1.000
CAE .140 1.000
CAR 107 1.000
CAY =217 1.000
Foreign F/A 456 1.000
CAF M -.709 575
AP -.370 1.000
CAE -.231 1.000
CAR -.264 1.000
CAY -.588 173
Foreign F/A .086 1.000
CAE M -478 1.000
AP -.140 1.000
CAF 231 1.000
CAR -.033 1.000
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAY -.357 1.000
Foreign F/A 316 1.000
CAR M -.445 1.000
AP -.107 1.000
CAF 264 1.000
CAE .033 1.000
CAY -.324 1.000
Foreign F/A .349 1.000
CAY M -.121 1.000
AP 217 1.000
CAF .588 173
CAE 357 1.000
CAR 324 1.000
Foreign F/A .673 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.795 1.000
AP -.456 1.000
CAF -.086 1.000
CAE -316 1.000
CAR -.349 1.000
CAY -.673 1.000
Item no.13 M AP .000 1.000
CAF -.704 425
CAE -.519 1.000
CAR -.627 1.000
CAY -.763 470
Foreign F/A -.542 1.000
AP M .000 1.000
CAF -.704 207
CAE -.519 1.000
CAR -.627 .864
CAY -.763 270
Foreign F/A -.542 1.000
CAF IM 704 425
AP 704 207
CAE 184 1.000
CAR 076 1.000
CAY -.059 1.000
Foreign F/A 162 1.000
CAE M 519 1.000
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
AP 519 1.000
CAF -.184 1.000
CAR -.108 1.000
CAY -.244 1.000
Foreign F/A -.022 1.000
CAR M 627 1.000
AP 627 .864
CAF -.076 1.000
CAE .108 1.000
CAY -.135 1.000
Foreign F/A .086 1.000
CAY M 763 470
AP 763 270
CAF .059 1.000
CAE 244 1.000
CAR 135 1.000
Foreign F/A 221 1.000
Foreign F/A M 542 1.000
AP 542 1.000
CAF -.162 1.000
CAE 022 1.000
CAR -.086 1.000
CAY -221 1.000
Item no.14 M AP -.048 1.000
CAF .686 .801
CAE 335 1.000
CAR .894 307
CAY 1.110(*) .049
Foreign F/A 494 1.000
AP M 048 1.000
CAF 733 288
CAE 382 1.000
CAR 941 .108
CAY 1.157(*) 012
Foreign F/A 542 1.000
CAF M -.686 .801
AP -.733 .288
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAE -.351 1.000
CAR 208 1.000
CAY 424 1.000
Foreign F/A -.192 1.000
CAE M -.335 1.000
AP -.382 1.000
CAF 351 1.000
CAR .559 473
CAY TT75(%) .030
Foreign F/A 159 1.000
CAR M -.894 307
AP -.941 .108
CAF -.208 1.000
CAE -.559 473
CAY 216 1.000
Foreign F/A -.400 1.000
CAY M -1.110(*) .049
AP -1.157(%) 012
CAF -424 1.000
CAE - 775(%) .030
CAR -.216 1.000
Foreign F/A -.616 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -.494 1.000
AP -.542 1.000
CAF 192 1.000
CAE -.159 1.000
CAR 400 1.000
CAY 616 1.000
Item no.15 M AP 169 1.000
CAF .829 317
CAE 397 1.000
CAR .840 .540
CAY 1.542(*) .001
Foreign F/A .804 1.000
AP M -.169 1.000
CAF .659 .658
CAE 228 1.000
CAR 671 1.000
CAY 1.372(*) .002
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(Cont.)
.o Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A .634 1.000
CAF M -.829 317
AP -.659 .658
CAE -432 557
CAR 012 1.000
CAY 713 .053
Foreign F/A -.025 1.000
CAE M -.397 1.000
AP -.228 1.000
CAF 432 557
CAR 443 1.000
CAY 1.145(*) .000
Foreign F/A 407 1.000
CAR M -.840 .540
AP -.671 1.000
CAF -.012 1.000
CAE -.443 1.000
CAY 701 292
Foreign F/A -.037 1.000
CAY IM  -1.542(%) .001
AP -1.372(*) .002
CAF -713 .053
CAE  -1.145(*) .000
CAR -.701 292
Foreign F/A -.738 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.804 1.000
AP -.634 1.000
CAF 025 1.000
CAE -.407 1.000
CAR .037 1.000
CAY 738 1.000
Item no.16 M AP 169 1.000
CAF 1.340(*) .000
CAE 1.008(*) .035
CAR 978 .095
CAY 1.127(*) .022
Foreign F/A 1.054 .350
AP M -.169 1.000
CAF 1.170(*) .001
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAE .838 .080
CAR .808 220
CAY 957(%) .049
Foreign F/A .884 723
CAF IM  -1.340(*) .000
AP -1.170(*) .001
CAE -.332 1.000
CAR -.362 1.000
CAY -213 1.000
Foreign F/A -.286 1.000
CAE IM  -1.008(*) .035
AP -.838 .080
CAF 332 1.000
CAR -.030 1.000
CAY 119 1.000
Foreign F/A .046 1.000
CAR M -.978 .095
AP -.808 220
CAF 362 1.000
CAE .030 1.000
CAY .149 1.000
Foreign F/A .076 1.000
CAY M -1.127(%) .022
AP -.957(*%) .049
CAF 213 1.000
CAE -.119 1.000
CAR -.149 1.000
Foreign F/A -.073 1.000
Foreign F/A M -1.054 .350
AP -.884 723
CAF 286 1.000
CAE -.046 1.000
CAR -.076 1.000
CAY 073 1.000
Item no.17 IM AP 132 1.000
CAF 392 1.000
CAE .586 1.000
CAR 782 .692

CAY  1.580(*) .000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
Foreign F/A 1.679(*) .008
AP M -.132 1.000
CAF 259 1.000
CAE 454 1.000
CAR .649 1.000
CAY 1.447(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.546(*) .012
CAF M -.392 1.000
AP -.259 1.000
CAE 195 1.000
CAR 390 1.000
CAY 1.188(*) .000
Foreign F/A 1.287(*) .013
CAE M -.586 1.000
AP -.454 1.000
CAF -.195 1.000
CAR 195 1.000
CAY 993(*) .001
Foreign F/A 1.092 .091
CAR M -.782 .692
AP -.649 1.000
CAF -.390 1.000
CAE -.195 1.000
CAY 798 .086
Foreign F/A .897 .563
CAY IM  -1.580(*) .000
AP -1.447(%) .000
CAF  -1.188(*) .000
CAE -.993(*) .001
CAR -.798 .086
Foreign F/A .099 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -1.679(*) .008
AP -1.546(*) 012
CAF  -1.287(*) .013
CAE -1.092 .091
CAR -.897 .563
CAY -.099 1.000
Item no.18 M AP -.206 1.000

CAF 757 460
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)

Organizational (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)

CAE 1.140(*) .017

CAR .630 1.000

CAY 1.666(*) .000

Foreign F/A 1.259 .149
AP M 206 1.000
CAF 963(*) .026

CAE 1.346(*) .000

CAR .837 264

CAY 1.872(*) .000

Foreign F/A 1.465(*) .021

CAF M -.757 460
AP -.963(*) .026

CAE 383 .879
CAR -.126 1.000

CAY .909(*) .002
Foreign F/A 502 1.000

CAE IM  -1.140(*) .017
AP -1.346(*) .000

CAF -.383 879

CAR -.510 175

CAY 526 .614
Foreign F/A 119 1.000
CAR M -.630 1.000
AP -.837 264
CAF 126 1.000

CAE 510 75

CAY 1.036(*) .004
Foreign F/A .629 1.000

CAY IM  -1.666(*) .000
AP -1.872(%) .000

CAF -.909(*) .002

CAE -.526 .614

CAR  -1.036(*) .004
Foreign F/A -.407 1.000

Foreign F/A IM -1.259 .149
AP -1.465(*) 021
CAF -.502 1.000
CAE -.119 1.000

CAR -.629 1.000
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Table 4.41 Differences among current positions of organizational commitment items

(Cont.)
O Mean
Organizational (I) Current (J) Current . .
. . oo Difference Sig.
Commitment Position Position (I-J)
CAY 407 1.000

4.10.12 Tenure and organizational commitment items

Differences in this section were examined by using the t-test. The results

indicate that the differences exist only in items no. 1, 2, 3, 6, 17, and 18. This implies

that senior flight attendants tend to have more emotional attachments to organization

(affective commitment) than junior flight attendants because items no. 1, 2, 3, and 6 are

in the affective commitment items and have higher means. In addition, the means of

senior flight attendants for items no.17 and 18 are also higher than the means of junior

flight attendants.

Table 4.42 The means of tenure and organizational commitment items

Junior Senior
Organizational Commitment Items
Mean SD Mean SD
1) Being very happy to spend the rest of 3.78 1.239 4.15 1.463
my career with this organization.
2) Feeling as if this organization’s 4.10 1.334 4.56 1.503
problems are my own.
3) Feeling a strong sense of “belonging” to 4.04 1.384 4.43 1.518
my organization.
4) No feeling “emotionally attached” to 3.46 1.438 343 1.710
this organization.
5) No feeling like “part of the family” at 3.82 1.511 3.54 1.691
my organization.
6) This organization has a great deal of 4.15 1.157 4.76 1.336

personal meaning for me.




Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.

M.M. (Tourism and Hospitality Management) / 139

Table 4.42 The means of tenure and organizational commitment items (Cont.)

Junior Senior
Organizational Commitment Items
Mean SD Mean SD
7) Right now, staying with my organization 4.53 1.524 4.53 1.851
is a matter of necessity as much as desire.
8) It would be very hard for me to leave my 4.48 1.603 4.54 1.820
organization right now, even if [ wanted to.
9) Too much of my life would be disrupted 4.85 1.558 4.74 1.786
if I decided I wanted to leave my
organization now.
10) Feeling that I have too few options to 4.55 1.559 4.42 1.597
consider leaving this organization.
11) If not already put so much of myself 4.11 1.519 4.34 1.503
into this organization, I might consider
leaving this organization.
12) One of the few negative consequences 343 1.334 3.31 1.422
of leaving this organization would be the
scarcity of available alternatives.
13) Not feeling any obligation to remain 3.94 1.198 3.85 1.411
with my current employer.
14) Even if it were to my advantage, I do 3.94 1.400 4.14 1.472
not feel it would be right to leave my
organization now.
15) Feeling guilty if I left my organization 3.69 1.464 3.71 1.535
now.
16) This organization deserves my loyalty. 4.37 1.292 4.44 1.450
17) Not leaving my organization right now 3.54 1.415 4.05 1.504
because | have a sense of obligation to the
people in it.
18) Feeling owe a great deal to my 4.40 1.386 5.08 1.497

organization.
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Table 4.43 Differences in tenure for each organizational commitment item

Organi.zational F Sig, t-value Sig. .Mean
Commitment (2-tailed) Difference
Item no.1 4.340 .038 -2.716 .007* -.374
Item no.2 5.881 .016 -3.203 .001* -.462
Item no.3 8.188 .004 -2.693 .007* -.396
Item no.4 11.402 .001 .200 .842 .032
Item no.5 6.750 .010 1.708 .088 278
Item no.6 13.674 .000 -4.872 .000* -.619
Item no.7 12.251 .001 -.011 991 -.002
Item no.8 3.665 .056 -.335 738 -.058
Item no.9 4.768 .030 .697 486 119
Item no.10 331 .565 .810 419 129
Item no.11 071 791 -1.532 126 -.234
Item no.12 .837 361 .854 394 118
Item no.13 5.728 .017 617 538 .082
Item no.14 940 333 -1.413 158 -.204
Item no.15 544 461 -.143 .887 -.022
Item no.16 2.489 115 =517 .606 -.071
Item no.17 671 413 -3.473 .001* -.510
Item no.18 2.087 .149 -4.685 .000* -.679

4.10.13 Age group and influencing factors of organizational commitment
This section used one-way ANOVA to examine differences in age groups and
influencing factors of organizational commitment. Table 4.44 indicates that there is no

significant difference in any factors. This reflects that the opinions of flight attendants
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concerning factors that could have an impact on organizational commitment are in the

same direction. Table 4.45 also confirms that there is no difference between any group.

Table 4.44 Differences among age groups for influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Influencing Factors of Mean

Organi.zational st F Sig.
Commitment

Career Adaptability 2.336 1.593 191
Disposition 238 129 943
The job design 2.624 1.606 187
Values 1.493 .622 .601
Support 1.642 .796 497
Procedural Fairness 1.538 573 .633
Leadership Style 2.737 1.097 350

Table 4.45 Difference among age groups for influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Inﬂuel}cin.g Factors of (I) Age () Age .Mean .
Organizational Group Crothy Difference  Sig.
Commitment -9
Career Adaptability <30 31-40 270 456
41 -50 .009 1.000
> 50 -.023 1.000
31-40 <30 -.270 456
41 -50 -.261 522
> 50 -.293 1.000
41 -50 <30 -.009 1.000
31-40 261 522
> 50 -.032 1.000
> 50 <30 .023 1.000
31-40 293 1.000
41 -50 .032 1.000
Disposition <30 31-40 .090 1.000
41-50 017 1.000

> 50 -.018 1.000
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Table 4.45 Difference among age groups for influencing factors of organizational
commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuel}cing Factors of (I) Age () Age .Mean .
Organizational Group Group Difference  Sig.
Commitment a-J
31-40 <30 -.090 1.000
41 -50 -.072 1.000
> 50 -.107 1.000
41 -50 <30 -.017 1.000
31-40 .072 1.000
> 50 -.035 1.000
> 50 <30 .018 1.000
31-40 107 1.000
41 - 50 .035 1.000
The job design ) 31-40 -.326 255
41 -50 -.085 1.000
> 50 -.230 1.000
31-40 <30 326 255
41 -50 241 .804
> 50 .096 1.000
41 -50 <30 .085 1.000
31-40 -.241 .804
> 50 -.145 1.000
> 50 <30 230 1.000
31-40 -.096 1.000
41 - 50 .145 1.000
Values <30 31-40 .095 1.000
41 -50 251 1.000
> 50 -111 1.000
31-40 <30 -.095 1.000
41 -50 .156 1.000
> 50 -.206 1.000
41 -50 <30 -.251 1.000
31-40 -.156 1.000
> 50 -.362 1.000
> 50 <30 A11 1.000
31-40 206 1.000
41 - 50 362 1.000
Support <30 31-40 -.024 1.000
41 -50 .097 1.000
> 50 427 1.000
31-40 <30 .024 1.000
41 - 50 121 1.000

> 50 451 .864
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Table 4.45 Difference among age groups for influencing factors of organizational
commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuel}cing Factors of (I) Age () Age .Mean .
Organizational Group Group Difference  Sig.
Commitment a-J
41 - 50 <30 -.097 1.000
31-40 -.121 1.000
> 50 330 1.000
> 50 <30 -427 1.000
31-40 -451 .864
41 - 50 -.330 1.000
Procedural Fairness <30 31-40 183 1.000
41 - 50 .184 1.000
> 50 -.168 1.000
31-40 <30 -.183 1.000
41 - 50 .001 1.000
> 50 -.351 1.000
41 - 50 <30 -.184 1.000
31-40 -.001 1.000
> 50 -.352 1.000
> 50 <30 .168 1.000
31-40 351 1.000
41 - 50 352 1.000
Leadership Style <30 31-40 -.021 1.000
41 -50 241 1.000
> 50 437 1.000
31-40 <30 .021 1.000
41 -50 262 1.000
> 50 458 1.000
41 - 50 <30 -241 1.000
31-40 -.262 1.000
> 50 .196 1.000
> 50 <30 -437 1.000
31-40 -458 1.000
41 - 50 -.196 1.000

4.10.14 Gender and influencing factors of organizational commitment
This section studies differences in gender for each of the influencing factors
of organizational commitment by using a t-test. The result shows that there is no

significant difference for any factor.
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Table 4.46 The means of gender and influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Influencing Factors of Male Female
Organizational Commitment Mean SD Mean SD
Career Adaptability 4.92 1.237 5.03 1.195
Disposition 6.37 1.229 6.10 1.441
The job design 591 1.250 5.75 1.305
Values 6.26 1.580 6.28 1.524
Support 4.95 1.485 5.16 1.390
Procedural Fairness 6.18 1.640 6.14 1.634
Leadership Style 5.34 1.591 5.37 1.575

Table 4.47 Differences in gender and influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Inﬂuel}cing Factors of . TN i Sig. .Mean
Organizational Commitment (2-tailed) Difference
Career Adaptability .068 794 -.903 367 -.110
Disposition 5343  .021 1.947 .052 261
The job design 3.580  .059 1.205 229 156
Values .026 871 -.150 .881 -.023
Support 290 590 -1.451 .148 -.210
Procedural Fairness .038 .846 236 814 .039
Leadership Style 152 .697 -.224 .823 -.036

4.10.15 Current position and influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Differences between current position for each of the influencing factors of

organizational commitment were examined by using a one-way ANOVA. The results

show that only leadership style had a significant difference as p-value < .05.
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Table 4.48 Differences in current position and influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Influencing Factors of Mean

Organi.zational Square F Sig.
Commitment

Career Adaptability 1.422 965 449
Disposition 2.531 1.387 219
The job design 2.993 1.847 .089
Values 2.448 1.022 410
Support 1.766 .855 528
Procedural Fairness 2.387 .892 501
Leadership Style 8.436 3.506 .002*

Table 4.49 shows the results of the differences between each group. With
respect to leadership style factor, only foreign flight attendants had differences with CAE

and CAR, which means that their opinions are going in the opposite direction.

Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment

Inﬂuenclflg lTactors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational " . Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment (I1-J)
Career Adaptability M AP -.265 1.000
CAF -.205 1.000
CAE -.169 1.000
CAR -.347 1.000
CAY -.134 1.000
Foreign F/A 435 1.000
AP IM .265 1.000
CAF .059 1.000
CAE .095 1.000
CAR -.083 1.000
CAY 131 1.000

Foreign F/A .699 1.000
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Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
CAF IM 205 1.000
AP -.059 1.000
CAE .036 1.000
CAR -.142 1.000
CAY 071 1.000
Foreign F/A .640 .986
CAE IM .169 1.000
AP -.095 1.000
CAF -.036 1.000
CAR -.178 1.000
CAY .036 1.000
Foreign F/A .604 1.000
CAR IM 347 1.000
AP .083 1.000
CAF 142 1.000
CAE 178 1.000
CAY 213 1.000
Foreign F/A 7182 529
CAY IM 134 1.000
AP -.131 1.000
CAF -.071 1.000
CAE -.036 1.000
CAR -213 1.000
Foreign F/A 568 1.000
Foreign F/A IM -435 1.000
AP -.699 1.000
CAF -.640 .986
CAE -.604 1.000
CAR -.782 .529
CAY -.568 1.000
Disposition M AP 175 1.000
CAF -.077 1.000
CAE 307 1.000
CAR -.244 1.000
CAY 191 1.000
Foreign F/A 286 1.000
AP IM -.175 1.000
CAF -.252 1.000
CAE 132 1.000
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Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
CAR -418 1.000
CAY .017 1.000
Foreign F/A A11 1.000
CAF M .077 1.000
AP 252 1.000
CAE 384 722
CAR -.166 1.000
CAY .269 1.000
Foreign F/A 363 1.000
CAE IM -.307 1.000
AP -.132 1.000
CAF -.384 722
CAR -.550 407
CAY -.115 1.000
Foreign F/A -.021 1.000
CAR M 244 1.000
AP 418 1.000
CAF .166 1.000
CAE .550 407
CAY 435 1.000
Foreign F/A 529 1.000
CAY IM -.191 1.000
AP -.017 1.000
CAF -.269 1.000
CAE 115 1.000
CAR -435 1.000
Foreign F/A .094 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.286 1.000
AP - 111 1.000
CAF -.363 1.000
CAE 021 1.000
CAR -.529 1.000
CAY -.094 1.000
The job design IM AP .042 1.000
CAF -.498 1.000
CAE -.350 1.000
CAR -.398 1.000
CAY .052 1.000
Foreign F/A -.164 1.000
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Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
AP IM -.042 1.000
CAF -.541 937
CAE -.392 1.000
CAR -.440 1.000
CAY .010 1.000
Foreign F/A -.206 1.000
CAF IM 498 1.000
AP 541 .937
CAE .149 1.000
CAR 101 1.000
CAY 551 167
Foreign F/A 335 1.000
CAE IM 350 1.000
AP 392 1.000
CAF -.149 1.000
CAR -.048 1.000
CAY 402 1.000
Foreign F/A .186 1.000
CAR IM 398 1.000
AP 440 1.000
CAF -.101 1.000
CAE .048 1.000
CAY 450 1.000
Foreign F/A 234 1.000
CAY IM -.052 1.000
AP -.010 1.000
CAF -.551 167
CAE -.402 1.000
CAR -.450 1.000
Foreign F/A -.216 1.000
Foreign F/A M .164 1.000
AP 206 1.000
CAF -.335 1.000
CAE -.186 1.000
CAR -.234 1.000
CAY 216 1.000
Values IM AP 561 1.000
CAF 139 1.000

CAE 261 1.000
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Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
CAR 132 1.000
CAY .637 1.000
Foreign F/A .086 1.000
AP M -.561 1.000
CAF -422 1.000
CAE -.300 1.000
CAR -.429 1.000
CAY .076 1.000
Foreign F/A - 475 1.000
CAF IM -.139 1.000
AP 422 1.000
CAE 122 1.000
CAR -.007 1.000
CAY 498 .999
Foreign F/A -.052 1.000
CAE M -.261 1.000
AP .300 1.000
CAF -.122 1.000
CAR -.129 1.000
CAY 376 1.000
Foreign F/A -.174 1.000
CAR IM -.132 1.000
AP 429 1.000
CAF .007 1.000
CAE 129 1.000
CAY 505 1.000
Foreign F/A -.045 1.000
CAY IM -.637 1.000
AP -.076 1.000
CAF -.498 999
CAE -.376 1.000
CAR -.505 1.000
Foreign F/A -.551 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.086 1.000
AP 475 1.000
CAF .052 1.000
CAE 174 1.000
CAR .045 1.000

CAY 551 1.000
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Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
Support M AP -.460 1.000
CAF -.194 1.000
CAE -428 1.000
CAR -.532 1.000
CAY -.125 1.000
Foreign F/A -.488 1.000
AP IM 460 1.000
CAF 267 1.000
CAE .033 1.000
CAR -.072 1.000
CAY 335 1.000
Foreign F/A -.028 1.000
CAF IM 194 1.000
AP -267 1.000
CAE -234 1.000
CAR -.339 1.000
CAY .069 1.000
Foreign F/A -.294 1.000
CAE IM 428 1.000
AP -.033 1.000
CAF 234 1.000
CAR -.105 1.000
CAY 303 1.000
Foreign F/A -.061 1.000
CAR IM 532 1.000
AP 072 1.000
CAF 339 1.000
CAE .105 1.000
CAY 407 1.000
Foreign F/A .044 1.000
CAY M 125 1.000
AP -.335 1.000
CAF -.069 1.000
CAE -.303 1.000
CAR -.407 1.000
Foreign F/A -.363 1.000
Foreign F/A M 488 1.000
AP .028 1.000

CAF 294 1.000
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Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment (I-J)
CAE .061 1.000
CAR -.044 1.000
CAY 363 1.000
Procedural Fairness M AP 466 1.000
CAF 162 1.000
CAE 302 1.000
CAR 154 1.000
CAY .674 1.000
Foreign F/A .054 1.000
AP IM -.466 1.000
CAF -.304 1.000
CAE -.163 1.000
CAR -312 1.000
CAY .208 1.000
Foreign F/A -412 1.000
CAF M -.162 1.000
AP 304 1.000
CAE .140 1.000
CAR -.008 1.000
CAY 512 1.000
Foreign F/A -.108 1.000
CAE IM -302 1.000
AP .163 1.000
CAF -.140 1.000
CAR -.148 1.000
CAY 372 1.000
Foreign F/A -.249 1.000
CAR IM -.154 1.000
AP 312 1.000
CAF .008 1.000
CAE .148 1.000
CAY 520 1.000
Foreign F/A -.100 1.000
CAY IM -.674 1.000
AP -.208 1.000
CAF -512 1.000
CAE -372 1.000
CAR -.520 1.000

Foreign F/A -.620 1.000
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Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
Foreign F/A M -.054 1.000
AP 412 1.000
CAF .108 1.000
CAE .249 1.000
CAR .100 1.000
CAY .620 1.000
Leadership Style M AP -.116 1.000
CAF -.539 1.000
CAE -.906 333
CAR -916 489
CAY -.323 1.000
Foreign F/A 497 1.000
AP M 116 1.000
CAF -422 1.000
CAE -.790 421
CAR -.800 .649
CAY -.206 1.000
Foreign F/A .613 1.000
CAF IM .539 1.000
AP 422 1.000
CAE -.368 1.000
CAR =377 1.000
CAY 216 1.000
Foreign F/A 1.036 251
CAE IM 906 333
AP .790 421
CAF 368 1.000
CAR -.010 1.000
CAY 584 .604
Foreign F/A  1.403(*) .019
CAR M 916 489
AP .800 .649
CAF 377 1.000
CAE .010 1.000
CAY 593 1.000
Foreign F/A  1.413(*) .033
CAY M 323 1.000
AP 206 1.000

CAF -216 1.000
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Table 4.49 Differences among current positions and influencing factors of

organizational commitment (Cont.)

Inﬂuenclflg l?actors (I) Current (J) Current .Mean .
of Organizational o, .. Difference Sig.
. Position Position
Commitment {I-J
CAE -.584 .604
CAR -.593 1.000
Foreign F/A .820 1.000
Foreign F/A M -.497 1.000
AP -.613 1.000
CAF -1.036 251

CAE  -1403(*) 019
CAR  -1413(*)  .033
CAY  -820 1.000

4.10.16 Tenure and influencing factors of organizational commitment

This section investigates differences between the tenure in the organization
and each factor of organizational commitment by using a t-test. The results indicate that
there is no significant difference in any factor between junior and senior flight attendants.
This means that the opinions of junior and senior flight attendants are going in the same

direction, which helps to increase the accuracy of the results in the objective of this study.

Table 4.50 The means of tenure in influencing factors of organizational commitment

Influencing Factors of Organizational ghgnior Senior
Commitment Mean SD Mean SD
Career Adaptability 4.97 1.251 5.00 1.169
Disposition 6.20 1.332 6.25 1.385
The job design 5.80 1.274 5.85 1.294
Values 6.29 1.512 6.25 1.594
Support 5.12 1.497 5.00 1.357
Procedural Fairness 6.13 1.665 6.19 1.601

Leadership Style 5.46 1.545 5.22 1.617
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Table 4.51 Differences between tenure and influencing factors of organizational

commitment

Influencing Factors of

Organizatonal oS vl ol Diffeence
Career Adaptability 254 .615 -.260 795 -.032
Disposition .002 963 -.420 .675 -.057
The job design 015 .904 -417 .677 -.054
Values 502 479 215 .830 .034
Support 1.024 312 816 415 118
Procedural Fairness 206 .650 -.359 720 -.059
Leadership Style 187 376 1.502 134 239
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between job
satisfaction and organizational commitment by using a case study of flight attendants
employed by Thai Airways International. Specifically, the objectives of this study are
to study the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment, to
identify the influencing factors on job satisfaction and organizational commitment, to
measure job satisfaction and organizational commitment level among flight attendants
on Thai Airways, and to identify the form of organizational commitment in flight
attendants on Thai Airways. Thus, this chapter presents the discussion of the findings,
implications and recommendations, beginning with the summary of the findings on
demographic data, discussion of the objectives, hypotheses, and the open-ended
question in the study, and theoretical implications are also discussed. The chapter ends
with the limitations of the study and recommendations for future study.

5.1 Summary of Demographics

Rrespondents are almost divided by gender, with females representing a
slightly higher proportion, at approximately 55.3%. In terms of age groups, the group
comprising 31-40 year olds represents the largest group among respondents (42.2%),
followed by those below 30 years old (25.9%) and those 41-50 years old (25.6%),
while flight attendants older than 50 years old are in the minority (6.3%). The oldest
respondent is 58, while the youngest is 23 years old, and the average age of
respondents is 36.79 years old. In terms of current position, Royal First Class Flight
Attendant (CAF) is the largest group of respondents (33.9%), Royal Silk Class and
intercontinental flight attendant (CAE) is the second (23.9%), and Economy Class
Flight Attendant (CAY) and Royal Silk Class and regional Flight Attendant (CAR) are
almost evenly distributed, at 13.3% and 12.8%, respectively. Additionally, Air Purser
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(AP) and In-flight Manager (IM) represent the smallest groups, 6.8% and 5.3%,
correspondingly. For tenure in the organization, the junior level of respondents (below
12 years) represents 55.3% of the respondents, with the most junior participants
having worked for Thai Airways International for only 2 years. On the other hand,
participants in the senior level (more than 12 vyears) represents 44.7% of the
respondents, with the most senior respondent having been with the company for 35

years.

5.2 Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between job

satisfaction and affective, normative, and continuance commitment

First of all, the result shows that there is a relationship between job
satisfaction and affective, normative, and continuance commitment. The results from
the study also indicates that the strongest correlation is between job satisfaction and
continuance commitment. This finding supports the claim that job satisfaction is
related to the fear that the cost of leaving the job is too high (continuance). In other
words, employees stay with the company because they do not want to lose all their
benefits and friendships with colleagues. This can be confirmed as the result from the
question “The way my co-workers get along with each other” is slightly high.
Additionally, the high financial benefits are also a main issue for flight attendants,
particular senior flight attendants. The longer flight attendants work for the company,
the higher benefits they will get, for example, their pensions, higher annual bonuses
and flight pay (based on basic salary). Moreover, senior flight attendants have been
working for a long period of time, so it is somewhat difficult for them to start a new
job, and they also do not want take any risks on starting a new job so they decide to
stay with the company. This is probably the reason why the relationship between job
satisfaction and continuance commitment is the strongest one.

Although the strongest link is between job satisfaction and continuance
commitment, job satisfaction is also moderately related to normative commitment, as a
satisfied employee would prefer to stay with company because they think it is the
moral and right thing to do. Although the relationship between job satisfaction and

affective commitment is the weakest one, it is still in the moderate level (correlation =
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0.426). This reflects that some employees still feel emotionally attached with the
organization because they want to be a part of it. On the contrary, the study by
Lipinskien (2008) stated that the strongest correlation between job satisfaction and
normative commitment, followed by affective and continuance commitment.
However, the results could be different due to several reasons including different
context and circumstances, environment, job characteristics, and attitude of the

employees.

5.3 Hypothesis 2: There is a difference in job satisfaction level
between different demographic groups of flight attendants at Thai

Airways International

The first hypothesis concerning demographics is “there is a difference in
job satisfaction level between different age groups of flight attendants at Thai Airways
International.”. The results show that there is a difference between job satisfaction and

age of the flight attendant, as shown in Figure 5.2

s 'S
1 1

Mean of Overall Satisfaction
1

Age Group

Figure 5.1 The means of job satisfaction in different age group
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The age group older than 50 years old had the highest job satisfaction
level, followed by the group 41-50 years old. However, the lowest level of job
satisfaction would be in the group 31-40, which is the largest group of respondents.
The results also shows that the younger group has higher job satisfaction than the 31-
40 year olds. This phenomenon can be explained that the youngest group, they just
starts the career as a flight attendant. They are still fresh off the farm. The income, as a
flight attendant, is very high compared to others in their generation. The policies of the
company do not really affect them so that their level of job satisfaction is somewhat
high.

The group with the lowest satisfaction, ages 31-40, comprises a mixture of
junior and senior flight attendants. The flight attendants in this group are strongly
affected by the policies of the company, especially the policy concerning working
position. In the past senior flight attendants always worked in the first class section, if
first class was available; otherwise, they would be assigned to work in the highest
class of service. However, this policy was changed to allow junior flight attendants to
work in first class or the highest class of service, meaning senior flight attendants
might have to work in the lower class of service. This results in senior flight attendants
becoming dissatisfied with the job. In contrast, junior flight attendants are not always
assigned to work in first class or the highest class of service so that they are lacking of
expertise and skill, particular in first class service. This causes them poor performance
and consequently poor appraisal results, which causes them to be stressed. In terms of
income and career advancement, they feel lower than others in the same generation
because, in general, this age group is the period of promotion and time of having better
job opportunities, but the flight attendants in this group feel that everything remains
unchanged. That is why this age group has the lowest level of job satisfaction.

On the other hand, the older and oldest age group had the higher and
highest level of job satisfaction. The flight attendants in these group are mainly In-
flight Managers, Air Pursers and senior First Class Flight Attendants and have been
working for the company for a long period of time. They worked through the peak
period of the airline industry, a time of low competition and high profit. The basic
salary of this group is very high, with most of the group members having already hit

the ceiling, and this means other income that is based on the basic salary will be high
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too. In terms of career advancement, they are already, or nearly, in the highest position
on their career path. All of these factors would make them unguestionably more
satisfied, and thus they have a high level of job satisfaction.

The results from this study are in line with the study of Lee and Wilbur
(1985), which contends that age can influence job satisfaction of an employee. On the
other hand, Wiedmer (2006) found that age was not important descendent of job
satisfaction. However, this study does not support that finding.

The second sub-hypothesis concerning demographics is the difference in
the job satisfaction level of different genders of flight attendants at Thai Airways
International. The result shows that there is no difference between male and female
flight attendants. This is probably because both male and female flight attendants are
in the same circumstances and working environment, and subject to the same policies
as each other. Even though the work itself (working routine) of male and female flight
attendants is different, this has been the case from the first day they joined the
company, so that this difference seemingly has no effect on job satifaction between
male and female flight attendants. This result contradicts the study of Vaydonoff
(1980) concerning perceptions of job characteristics and job satisfaction among men
and women, which found that gender did make a difference in job satisfaction.

Another sub-hypothesis concerning demographics is that there would be a
difference in job satisfaction level for different current positions. The position of flight
attendants in Thai Airways International can be categorized into seven categories, as
mentioned earlier: In-flight Manager, Air Purser, Royal First Class, Intercontinental,
Regional, Economy, and foreign flight attendant. As a matter of fact, a hypothesis that
there is a difference of job satisfaction and different current position can apparently be
presumed because the higher the current position, the higher level of job satisfaction

should be. The results confirmed this as demonstrated in Figure 5.2:
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Figure 5.2 Job satisfaction levels of different working position

The highest position is the In-flight Manager, which had the highest level
of job satisfaction. The second highest position is the Air Purser, which also had the
second highest level of job satisfaction. In addition, the Regional and Economy class
flight attendants, which are the youngest flight attendants, had a moderate level of job
satisfaction. Moreover, the lowest levels of job satisfaction groups are First Class and
Intercontinental flight attendants. The results for this hypothesis are perfectly well-
matched with the result from the previous hypothesis about the difference in job
satisfaction between different age groups, with the older flight attendants having the
highest level of job satisfaction, while the middle age group, 31-40 years old, which
comprises the First and Intercontinental flight attendants, had the lowest. Therefore,
this result can be explained as similar to the previous hypothesis in which the higher
position receives higher benefits but has a lower workload, whereas the middle
position earns less but has a greater workload. Even though the lower position has a
similar workload to the middle position, their earning is high when compared to the

same generation, as mentioned earlier, resulting in overall satisfaction with the job.
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The last sub-hypothesis is the difference in job satisfaction level between flight
attendants of different tenure in Thai Airways International. The results shows that
there is a difference in job satisfaction depending on the amount of tenure in the
organization. This study used the mean of tenure in organization (12 years) as the
cutoff point between junior and senior flight flight attendants, meaning that the flight
attendants who worked for more than 12 years are considered senior flight attendants
and those who worked less are considered junior flight attendants. The results indicate
that senior flight attendants have a higher level of job satisfaction. The reasons for this
would be similar to the previous one, which is that the IM, who definitely works
longer and is considered as the senior flight attendant, has the highest level of job
satisfaction. This finding is in line with the study of Chen (2006), which stated that
several factors lead to job satisfaction, including tenure in the organization.

5.4 Hypothesis 3: There is a difference in the forms of organizational
commitment between senior flight attendants and junior flight

attendants in Thai Airways International

The result of this hypothesis shows that there is a difference in the form of
organizational commitment between senior and junior flight attendants. As shown in
Figure 5.3, the levels of organizational commitment for both juniors and seniors are
going in the same direction, which is similar to the result from objective 4 concerning
the identification of the form of organizational commitment for flight attendants, as

the highest form is normative followed by affective and continuance.
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Figure 5.3 The organizational commitment of junior and senior flight attendants

Even though the levels of organizational commitment are going in the
same direction, the graph represents senior flight attendants as having a higher level or
organizational commitment in all forms. This can be explained as the senior flight
attendants wanting to be a part of the organization for several reasons, including
loving the organization, feeling guilty for wanting to leave the organization, or being
fearful of losing the benefits and friendships with colleagues that the company offers.
In addition, the results also reflect that senior flight attendants have an individual
commitment to the goals and values of an organization, they are eager to be with the
organization, and they are pleased to put a great effort forth for the organization as
well (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). Moreover, Santos and Not-Land found an
important correlation between the tenure in organization and organizational
commitment (2006). The lower level of organizational commitment of the junior flight
attendants is actually not good for both the company and the staff, while the higher
will have positive effects, such as better performance and lower turnover rate (Mathieu
& Zajac, 1990).

5.5 Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between age and

affective, normative, and continuance commitments
The result reveals that age has a positive relationship with different forms
of organizational commitment, and also with the overall level of organizational

commitment. The strongest relationship is between age and normative commitment,
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followed by affective and continuance commitments. The results go along with the
study of Hitt, Miller, and Coella (2009), which proposed that there is a significance
effect of age on the organization commitment level. In addition, Chen (2006) also
stated that organizational commitment has several factors including age. Not only that,
Mathieu and Zajac (1990) also argued that demographic characteristics, which include
age has shown to have an important relationship with commitment. Moreover, the
study of Sonthaya (2005) also proposed that age also has an effect on organizational
commitment. However, Wiedmer (2006) argued that age was not an important factor

in determining organizational commitment.

5.6 Summary of opended question

This section will summarize the answers from section 4 of the
questionnaire, which consists of the open-ended question. The answers from the
respondents can be summarized as follows. With respect to negative comments and
issues, having an unclear career path is one major issue mentioned by flight attendants.
For instance, promotion criteria change everytime that a new management team
arrives. This also links to job security because of the terms of employment, as some of
the flight attendants have been hired under a 5-year contract. This situation gives this
group of flight attendants an uneasy feeling for their future and career advancement.
The respondents also commented that these practices really damage the job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and loyalty.

The second issue is the idea that the management does not value the
employee. The respondent stated that he wanted the management to consider human
resources as capital, not as expenses. The employee feels this because of many
policies affecting employment and working conditions, for instances, cost cutting
without caring for the well-being of an employee, reducing rest periods and days off,
reducing man power per flight, downgrading the flight attendants’ hotel
accommodations, and so on.

One recommendation from a respondent is that the top management should
sincerely listen and pay more attention to the root of the problems so that problems

can be solved properly. The participation from the employees can help to solve the
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problems and satisfy all concerned parties. The participation from the employee
includes doing the questionnaire, asking for comments, and brainstorming.
Additionally, the management style should not only be top-down but bottom-up. It
should be a two-way communication by providing a communication channel between
the management and employees because the employee feels the company lacks
communication and explanation. New procedures, rules and regulations have been
implemented without an explanation, even though sometimes the employees would
like to know why this seemingly unfair policy or procedure has been implemented.

In addition, procedural fairness in all circumstances is another aspect that
an employee wants to see, which includes rewarding, punishment, benefits, promotion,
and career advancement. The employees want the management to eliminate the
corruption and make everything transparent. Uncertainty, double-standard in the
company policies for promotion, working routine, service procedure, and the job
design should be eliminated. Career advancement and promotions should be based on
the actual skills, knowledge, performance, and ability of the employees, and this issue
also relates to career adaptabiliy so that the proper training and development sessions
can be provided. Moreover, income is another big issue. The employee wants the
management to increase basic salary and flight allowances as the costs of living and
inflation rate raise every year while benefits have not been adjusted for more than 20
years. One more comment from the respondent mentioned that the working
environment is not appropriate and safe, the in-flight equipment is very old and not
functioning properly but the company still loads them, and this sometimes causes
injuries to the employees. Not only that, the in-flight products are insufficient, of low
quality, and outdated. The last issue concerns the evaluation system. The employees
want a reliable, fair and proper evaluation system.

Nevertheless, there are many positive comments from respondents. One
female flight attendant stated that Thai Airways International is a very good company
to work for. The company provided everything she need in her life and also for that of
her family. As such, she intended to work for the company until retirement. Another
female flight attendant commented that she loved Thai Airways International very
much and felt disappointed everytime she heard people complaining about the

company. Also a male flight attendant remarked that even though he despised the
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management, he still loved the company and was committed to putting forth a great

afford for the company.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between job
satisfaction and organizational commitment by using a case study of flight attendants
employed by Thai Airways International. Specifically, the objectives of this study
were to study the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, to identify influencing factors on job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, to measure job satisfaction and organizational commitment level among
flight attendants on Thai Airways, and to identify the form of organizational
commitment in flight attendants on Thai Airways. Thus, this chapter begins with the
conclusion of the study and ends with the study’s limitations and recommendations for

future study.

6.1 Conclusion

The results from the study indicate that there is a weak positive
relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment, which means if
the flight attendants of Thai Airways International are satisfied with their job, they
tend to be committed to the company. This result complements Hypothesis 1, which
states that there is a relationship between job satisfaction and affective, normative, and
continuance commitments. These results are also in line with results from other
studies. The study of Feng-Hua and Chen-Chieh (2008) on the subject of clinical
nurses reveals that job satisfaction positively impact organizational commitment,
while Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) also argued that job satisfaction could be
precursor factors for organizational commitment. Another interesting research finding
from Feinstein (2000), which has a context similar to this study, concerns the
relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment among restaurant

employees and suggested that an employer may enhance the level of organizational
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commitment in the organization by raising employee satisfaction through
compensation, policies, and working environment. However, the factors of job
satisfaction in the airlines industry are slightly different from those in the restaurant
industry, which will be discuessed later in the following section.

In terms of the level of job satisfaction and organizational commitment
level of flight attendants in Thai Airways International, the results show that the levels
of job satisfaction and organizational commitment for flight attendants of Thai
Airways International are moderate. Even though the job satisfaction level of flight
attendants in Thai Airways International is moderate, the results also indicate that the
flight attendants tend to be dissatisfied with three aspects: “The way company policies
are put into practice”, “The chances for advancement on this job”, and “My pay and
the amount of work | do”. There are several reasons that help these explain these
results. At the time that the study was conducted, Thai Airways had recently put new
policies and working procedures into effect, for instance, adjusting the service
procedure, which caused more workload, cutting off the stayover night at destination,
which decreased income and rest time, requiring employees to report to management
if they called in sick more than three flights in one month, and returning to the roster
the next month. From the company perspective, these policies and procedures were put
into practice because of the benefits for the company. Moreover, some policies had
been initiated due to the behavior of the flight attendants themselves. Nevertheless,
many employees felt that the company failed to create policies and procedures based
on fairness and appropriateness and also suggested that participation and
communication could foster cooperation and understanding among employees. This
result corresponded to the study of Feinstein (Feinstein), which stated that employee
satisfaction could be increased by compensation, policies, and advancement.

With respect to organizational commitment, according to the definition of
Mowday, Steer, and Porter (1979), organizational commitment is a general term that
refers to individuals and their belief in the goals and values of the company, their
enthusiasm to be with the organization, and their desire to put forth a great effort for
the organization as well (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). As such, organizational
commitment performs as a “psychological bond” towards the organization that

motivates each employee to perform his/her work along with the goals of the
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organization (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). Thus, it is safe to say that
flight attendants in Thai Airways are somewhat happy to be with Thai Airways
International and willing to put forth a great effort for the company. However, there
are three different form of commitments, and the forms that flight attendants on Thai
Airways conform to will be discussed in the following section.

In conclusion, pay, perception of fair treatment, and promotion are the
influencing factors that could increase job satisfaction, which are in line with the
questions pertaining to job satisfaction discussed earlier. Among these, however, pay
could have the highest impact on job satisfaction, and one of the main issues in this
regard is that the flight per-diem of the flight attendant has remained unchanged for
more than 20 years. However, the work itself and supervision are also important to
employees. The work itself pertains to the working routine and service procedure that
employees have to perform for every flight. The supervision during each flight are also
essential as the situation changes each time, so that flight attendants require
supervision in the form of decision making from the in-flight manager or air purser.
On the other hand, stress is not a big issue for flight attendants in terms of job
satisfaction. As the responsibilities of the flight attendant are done once the flight is
over, stress can be eliminated after each flight.

In terms of organizational commitment, the majority of the flight
attendants had the same opinion that values, disposition, and procedural fairness are
the top priority factors that could have an impact on organizational commitment. This
result reflects the current situation of Thai Airways International. At the time the study
was conducted, there was a new policy from the company concerning overweight
flight attendants, who would be assigned to fly only turn around flights or would
otherwise be transferred to ground duty, if they could not conform to weight
restrictions. This new policy made the flight attendants feel that the company did not
see the value of employees, and they also felt that this was an unfair policy and a case
of discrimination. According to Hitt, Miller, and Colella (2009, pp. 147-148), values
and procedural fairness are attitudes that can determine the organizational commitment
level.

Even though the organizational commitment of flight attendants in Thai

Airways International is moderate,it can also be analyzed by the form of the
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commitment, according to the three-component model of organizational commitment
proposed by Myer and Allen (1991), which includes affective, normative, and
continuance. The results, as shown in Figure 6.1, depicts that most respondents are
committed to the company because they ought to stay (normative), that is, they feel
that it is the right thing to do because the company has invested a great amount of
money in them, for their initial training, recurrent training, transition training,
facilities, uniforms, and extra benefits, for example, tax-exempt shopping, limousine
service, free air tickets, and so on. These things can make the employees feel that they
owe the company so that they stay with the company rather than being emotionally
committed to the organizaiton (affective). In addition, this means an employee would
like to be a part of the organization to achieve the goals of the organization (1991).
This also presumes that an employee wants to stay with the company. Nevertheless,
some of the respondents also felt that they had to stay with the company (continuance)
as they foresaw the costs that could occur in terms of either financial cost (e.g.accurals
of pension, social security) or social cost (e.g. friendship with colleagues) if they left
the organization.

4.08

Normative Affective Continuance

Figure 6.1 The means of each form of commitment



Kris Theerarak Conclusion and Recommendations / 170

However, Dereli (2006) also stated that employees can, at the same time,
be committed to the organization in either an affective, normative and continuance

sense, to different degrees.

6.2 Limitations

This study has been conducted in the airline industry environment so that
the results of this study may apply more readily to the airline industry than other
industries. In addition, this study has been conducted as a cross-sectional study, which
means it was studied at one moment in time so that the results might accurately reflect

that moment in time better than other times.

6.3 Recommendations

6.3.1 General recommendations

Generally, if the management of Thai Airways International would like to
increase the job satisfaction level of flight attendants, the management should focus on
the following issues: pay, perception of fair treatment and promotion, while
organizational commitment level can be improved through values, disposition, and
procedural fairness. In addition, initiating the clear standard and proper career path of
flight attendants and the implementation and communication of promotion criteria
should be constant and consider both the seniority and abilities of individual
employees. Moreover, reconsidering the employment condition, if the company hires
flight attendants under a 5-year contract, it should be made more clear what will
happen to them after that term, for example, would the contract be extended if that
employee gets promoted? This condition should be clear and informed before the
employee signs the contract.

Additionally, management should communicate more with the employees
concerning the reasons that some policies and procedures have been implemented to
avoid misunderstanding. Asking for more participation from employees to solve

problems together is also desirable in that participation from employees can help solve
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the problems and satisfy all concerned parties. Furthermore, providing a better
communication channel between management and employees in a way that would
suggest to employees that management is sincere, ready and willing to listen to them is
also recommended. This bottom-up management style makes employees feel more
invested in the process. Also, management should make serious efforts to eliminate
corruption and make everything transparent.

Uncertainty, double-standards in the company policies for promotion,
working routines, service procedures, and job designs should be eliminated and
providing the proper training and development sessions to increase the competency of
the employees should take their place. Another important step would be to consider
raising the basic salary and flight allowances as the costs of living and inflation rate
raise every year but those benefits have not been adjusted for more than 20 years. In
addition, providing appropriate and sufficient in-flight products and equipments
should also be a priority as providing a safe working environment should be the
concern of all departments to reduce the risk of injury to flight attendants. Finally,
implementing a reliable and proper evaluation system based on fairness and actual

performance should replace the current system.

6.3.2 Recommendations for future sudy

There are several directions that future study of this problem should take.
First, some research would benefit by being conducted longitudinally, and the results
from different studies done in this way should then be compared to map research
progress. In this way, procedures and policies from the management can be evaluated
and then adjusted accordingly in order to maintain job satisfaction and organizational
commitment levels. If the methods of this study were used for other industries, some
of the questions and influencing factors should be adjusted, removed, or combined in
order to make the result more accurate and appropriate to that particular industry.

Moreover, future research should involve face-to-face interviews of
management to provide another perspective to these issues. Even though this study
incorporated a qualitative dimension by adding the open-ended question in the
questionnaire, face-to-face interviewing should also be conducted with flight

attendants to get a clearer and more nuanced picture of their satisfaction with the job
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and commitment to the company. Also, future research can also develop the written
questionnaire for the quantitative method from the preliminary qualitative method by
using the ideas, comments, and suggestions of the management and the flight
attendants to improve the questionnaire in terms of validity and reliability and align
with the objectives of those studies.

Additionally, research should be conducted using other airlines and
comparing the results to reveal differences and clarify the results. Moreover, such
things as management styles, working conditions, corporate culture, and employment
conditions may vary from airline to airline, so these should be observed before
conducting the research. Finally, this study sought to explain differences by
investigating such factors as age, gender, current position, and tenure in the
organization. Future research might need to examine other demographic
characteristics, such as marital status, total income and benefits, and education level,
which may also have an impact on job satisfaction and organizational commitment

levels.
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APPENDIX A

PARTICIPATION INFORMATION SHEET AND SURVEY
QUESTIONNAIRE
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Figure 3 Survey Questionnaire Page Number 2
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@ oW e

A - kY
maqua (v Tasduing, Taedviuiymn)

Supervision (e.g. management, supervisor, your superior)

A ' ' @ g ' o o
INBUIAIWAU (17U T(]ﬂl?i), wummmﬂﬁu. P19, WUANUNMANUAEDIA)

Co-workers (e.g. F/A, ground staff, catering, engineer, cleaner)

a

ANUFAIUVRIUNUINLAT YA TUARYOY (194 duty assign)

Role of Ambiguity (e.g. duty assign, your responsibility)

ANYaEnIoUITNINMAYEI0IANT (U Tasssumsinuuwiedtv)

Organization Climate (e.g. corporate culture, seniority)

AnuaTsavaau i msudilapinaies luieadiv)

Stress (e.g. dealing with passengers)

Yo Awva 1 a I . Yy E
milAsumsiifedagasssulusowineg (@u msasiny, m3lisiada, msvuduiow)

Perception of fair treatment (e.g. penalty, reward, salary increment)

daudl 3: M3 TATZAUANYNTHABEIANT  Section 3: Organizational Commitment Measurement

3.1 madaszAviausin: ngeniuniaaing X aswudavivaasdeszdunnuiudisvesmuluiaazden i
Overall Level Measurement: Please put X on the number that best represent the degree of your agreement in

each statement below.

hintudvedib wiudvetnada
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

ooa ' “n v Yaa o P Y St
‘ﬂ'lullﬂ']"lllqﬂ]ﬂﬂ'”l.l'lﬂ“llﬂ1‘]5‘]1'"’1ﬂ'liﬂ'li'luﬂ.lﬂﬁaﬂ‘l.lﬂﬁﬂﬂiu

Being very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.

oya s _da ' it L IVR)
YI'IHIﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂiy'lﬂ'llﬂsiD\Iﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂﬂmﬁ"l'\m!ﬂWNW‘uﬂU')ﬂu

Feeling as if this organization’s problems are my own.

\ f vl f & ¢ _a
wuddnedinninimidudiuniavesednsi

Feeling a strong sense of “belonging” to my organization.

\ - ¥ W W ¢ =
v hifinnud@ngniuiueadns i

No feeling “emotionally attached™ to this organization.

' e ¥ ! & @ FET
‘VHNVli“]ﬂ']'lllEaﬂlﬁuﬁ]uﬂ‘uﬂlﬂiﬂiﬂﬂﬂi'ﬂuﬂiﬂ Ny

No feeling like “part of the family” at my organization.

4 4
“Ifl“ll‘lﬂﬁ]"lﬂ‘lﬂdﬂiuMﬂ?1HHU1UﬂUW1NUUNﬁﬂ°§Q

This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

i | 4
A anvaziivudosmseglussdnsiimseinuduiiudo ey

Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.

Vo A 4 S E ORI .
WAaiuduseanniivsmesnanesfnit wawsi Lidmmesnazaoanus T

It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.

Figure 4 Survey Questionnaire Page Number 3
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mudAnhFiansiianuginnmaiudadulianonsineannsil luvazil

Too much of my life would be disrupted if [ decided I wanted to leave my organization now.

[ L | a4 3 oA ¢ _a
MUFTNNUNNADNOUNHDTHINNIUAAIEDIDDNITINDIANTUH

Feeling that [ have too few options to consider leaving this organization.

iAo ' " P s - P
'ﬂ1uﬂ'ﬁﬂf,{1ﬂ'I'H‘ll.lnu!‘ﬂ“lﬂl'ﬂﬂﬂIﬂﬂﬁ'l.l'lﬂ'\l'l-!'lﬂu mumamammmﬂﬂiu"lﬁmuuﬁ’)

()
%)
s
wn
(=)
-

11. | If not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might consider leaving this 1

organization.

=5

Wudahnaiidode hifdemnmiudesaesnanesdnsiill
12. | One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity of 1 2 (3|4 |5]6]7

available alternatives.

o

. :
i hid@ndlunszgniuidessgivesdnsiide’ly

Not feeling any obligation to remain with my current employer.

P = TR ' 4 o ¥ ¢ o
ﬂ\il!l«n’nﬂﬂxuIﬂfﬂfﬁqﬂﬂ'ﬂlLFWn'lJﬂvbJgan’nlﬁuﬂ\nﬂgnﬁaiﬂ'lﬂﬂzﬁﬂ\ﬁnﬂﬂﬂtnﬂﬂ\iﬂﬂﬁu

Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my organization now.

' Y4 a o | a9 -
mu ﬂxgﬁﬂNﬂ“r‘i1ﬂﬂ2’,ﬁ'lﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂ’lﬂﬂJﬂﬂilLHJ‘ui‘NﬂD‘uH

Feeling guilty if I left my organization now.

T i s o < ) v o a '
mufniesinslaunlsnez ldSuanusedndndonviu

This organization deserves my loyalty.

7w P (TR " T
v liaeoneinesdnstimszinfdnaniuiunulueannsi

Not leaving my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to the people in it.

Vo3 a ¢ '
dandluniiyyauesdinsve s

Feeling owe a great deal to my organization.

s ' L ¢ o o = - @ Y-
3.2 ﬂﬂﬂl’]“ﬁﬁw’ﬂn‘lzﬂﬂ’ﬂﬂﬂ?1ﬂﬂﬂ‘"“ﬂﬁU‘iﬂﬂi: pIAMIATeIYINY X ﬁi'l.luﬂ'Jlﬂﬂ‘ﬂua’ﬂng'5391“’"05{1“@9““1‘“
- Sy

finniinansznunennugmiudesnns

Influencing Factors of Organization Commitment: Please put X on the number that best represent the degree

of each factor below that could have an influence toward your organizational commitment.

finanszmntooiiqa fikansznuanniiqa
Lowest Highest
Influence Influence

mamieuanunenliudmiinanlumsfianii odu msiaineusy)

Career adaptability (e.g. providing training for new job, career development)

mafmuauTouennduims

Disposition (e.g. policy from the management)

ry , B a v =
MIVDNLV VDN (LU fﬂiﬂ'lﬁuﬂﬁﬁ'l‘ﬂﬂ'ﬂﬁiﬂﬂﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬁ’luJﬂ-ﬂ

The job design (e.g. how the management defines the job’s responsibility)

Figure 5 Survey Questionnaire Page Number 4
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VIBNMHUAUAVYDINUNIU

Values (e.g. how company values an employee)

. 3 &
ms IanumivayuluiGosaqninuiom

Support (e.g. support from the organization when needed)

- 2 wa o ' oA a
ﬂ'li‘ﬂflJﬂﬂiﬂ{]ﬂﬂﬂﬂwuﬂﬂuﬂﬂw!“ﬂ'l“ﬂ[llll!ﬁzqﬁ'ﬂi‘iﬂ

Procedural fairness

gluvumdudihvesasdng

Leadership style (e.g. management style of the organization)

a0 4: anuAaEiuazA Iz i ufAN Section 4: Comments and suggestions

npnd@sunnuAaniumazm b inuAaeansafisnuianelode nuazaNIgMTHAee IANT VA

o Vv & o a o a Y
wiinnudeuivumaiestiuveauIim mitivlne NAHHIVH)

Please write your comments and suggestions that you think it can improve the job satisfaction and organization

commitment of flight attendant of Thai Airways International in the space provided below.

-ypunsEAUdmTunmsuiiave i lumsas unuudoun -

- Thank you for your kind contribution-

Figure 6 Survey Questionnaire Page Number 5
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