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1. Introduction 
Arrogant leaders are leaders acting without the consent of team members causing resistance and rebellion amongst 

their members (Haan, Britt, & Weinstein, 2007; Toscano, Price, & Scheepers, 2018). In short, a person who has a high 

sense of superiority is also inaccessible and usually unapproachable; he is viewed as arrogant (Toscano et al., 2018; 

Trumpeter, Watson, & O’Leary, 2006). Hence, a person who has subordinates or a reporting line and possesses the 

characteristics of arrogance is considered an arrogant leader and arrogance leadership is demonstrated when someone in 

the organisation possesses a sense of superiority and exaggerated self-importance (Toscano et al., 2018). Arrogance 

may not be a leadership style, but it is a personality trait or attribute influencing the leadership style of the leader. Many 

scholars have identified the occurrence of this phenomenon among leaders across various fields and its impacts on 
individuals such as employees or followers (Johnson et al., 2010; Silverman, Johnson, McConnell, & Carr, 2012; 
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Toscano et al., 2018). Without a doubt, arrogance leadership when practised (without early detection and control) is 

believed to have impacts on individuals, individuals in organisation and the organisation as a whole. In this study, an 

arrogant leader is someone displaying or practising arrogance leadership in an organisation, specifically educational 

organisation. The relationship of arrogance leadership with job commitment and job satisfaction is a myth or a known 

fact that is happening in organisations which has been ignored by individuals? In order to answer this question, 

Hazriyanto and Ibrahim (2019) noted that through the enhancement of job satisfaction among lecturers, not only can 
work performance improved but also able to develop and cultivate job commitment. The behaviour or style of 

leadership portrayed by leader is deemed to have direct influence on the employees’ job satisfaction, and subsequently 

their commitment (van den Berg & Wilderom, 2004). To better understand the connection or relationship between 

these factors, Hazriyanto and Ibrahim (2019) outlined that job satisfaction can be both negative and positive 

perspectives of an individual linked with the job; the performance is the work outcome; and the management process is 

the leadership style of the leader. Hence, satisfaction is one factor that contributes toward enhancing the achievement of 

job performance, which will then lead to commitment. This study is unique in comparison with other studies, as it seeks 

to identify the level of arrogance leadership, job commitment and job satisfaction in educational organisations as well 

as the relationship between arrogance leadership, job commitment and job satisfaction. 

1.1   Research Objectives 

The research objectives of this study are: 

 To identify the level of arrogance leadership in educational organisations. 

 To identify the level of job commitment among the lecturers in educational organisations. 

 To determine the significant relationship between arrogance leadership and job commitment. 

 To identify the significant influence of arrogance leadership towards job satisfaction among the lecturers. 

2.   Impact of arrogance leadership toward job commitment and job satisfaction 

Humans are sentient beings with emotions and are easily affected by others. An arrogant leader is able to push 

followers, both positively and negatively (Dykes & Winn, 2019). This may result in being either valuable or toxic as it 

can drive individuals to exceed their potentials. This is useful in situation where an immediate change is required 

(Dykes & Winn, 2019). Arrogance can be exhibited by all individuals within the organisation, regardless of their roles 

– as leaders or subordinates. It is like a vicious cycle occurring from the leader to the subordinates, subordinate to the 

leader or even between subordinates who like to claim seniority over peers. When a study was conducted in educational 

organisation on the students’ arrogance level, male students were found to be more arrogant than female students (Haan 

et al., 2007). In contrast, there was no significant difference between traditional and non-traditional students (Haan et 

al., 2007). Hence, it is assumed that students feel equal with each other based on their study mode. However, 

Hamedoğlu (2019) investigated that the level of organizational narcissism, which resulted in arrogance, of private 
schools were higher amongst the students. Haan et al. (2007) implied that there were no significant differences of 

perceived arrogance on educators; on demographic variables like age, ethnicity, geography, and educational 

background. In contrast, a research study showed that socio-economic   level   and   academic   achievement is related 

linearly to individual’s and organisation’s narcissism (Hamedoğlu, 2019). Due to high academic requirements to be 

employed as lecturers, it can be predicted that leaders in educational organisations will tend to have arrogance attributes 

as they progress academically and in their career. Hence, it is no surprise that arrogant leaders will have impacts on 

individuals and their followers. In educational context (especially in the competitive environment of higher education), 

lecturers are required to take on more roles (other than learning and teaching) such as administrative and management 

tasks, it is no surprise that these so-called leaders will tend to act based on arrogance traits. van den Berg and Wilderom 

(2004) believed that positive leadership behaviour has significance influence to enhance employees’ job satisfaction. 

Positive leadership behaviours such as the empowerment of employees through leadership roles and autonomy will 

enhance employee job performance and promoting better working environment within the organisations. This can only 
be achieved without the presence of arrogance in the organisations. Therefore, leaders in organisations should have 

enhanced leadership behaviour to increase employees’ trust and motivation, which will then increase satisfaction and 

commitment (van den Berg & Wilderom, 2004). 

 

2.1   Impact of arrogance leadership on individuals in organisation 

Organisations are formed by a group of individuals. The success of it relied heavily on teamwork and a good 

leadership. A good leadership style shown by leaders is the driving force for the direction of the any organisations. 

Toscano et al. (2018) believed that the levels of positive attitudes shown by followers and subordinates; team members, 

are highly dependent and determined by levels of humility exuded by the leader. Liborius (2017) further supported by 

stating that influencing characters such as integrity, humility and forgiveness are very crucial in determining good 

leadership. An environment lacked of humility and integrity amongst its team members can cause negative and 

unhealthy work culture (Oyer, 2015). It was noted that these attributes were rarely been studied under leadership 

research and still lacks empirical studies (Liborius, 2017; Toscano et al., 2018). Without a doubt, leaders can influence 
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the flow and direction of the team in any organisation. Therefore, it is important for any organisation to redirect 

arrogant behaviour portrayed by its leaders (Silverman et al., 2012). Not excluded, educational organisations are 

operated by individuals and even though educators fear that they are being viewed as arrogant by students, it was found 

that students did not think of educators as arrogant (Haan et al., 2007). However, educators are reminded to be careful 

and understand the difference between being arrogance and confidence (Haan et al., 2007). Hence, educational 

organisations usually collect students’ feedbacks at the end of every semester for the lecturers’ self-reflection and 
continuous quality improvement on their learning and teaching practices. Lecturers are vital leaders of classrooms, and 

their leadership style can and will affect students’ learning outcomes and graduate attributes. In order to avoid 

arrogance from cultivating, early detection is very crucial to avoid it from affecting individuals in the organisations. 

Silverman et al. (2012) recommended that it is achievable through the reinforcement of continuous development of 

leadership based on adequate job-related skills efficacy, healthy levels of humility amongst employees, and inculcating 

a learning-oriented environment. In today’s day and age, every individual is capable and can be treated as leader. Thus, 

this approach allows educational organisations to identify and groom individuals as positive and impactful leaders 

within the organisations. As a high level of commitment shown by employees is able to enhance productivity, it was 

found that there is a positive relationship between development, training and job satisfaction at workplace (Hazriyanto 

& Ibrahim, 2019). In relation, it was also found that there is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment with leadership style among university lecturers (Hazriyanto & Ibrahim, 2019; Tatlah, 

Akhtar, & Hashmi, 2019). Also, it seems that when given autonomy, teachers or employees tend to have higher 
satisfaction and commitment level (Mendoza, 2019; Saba, 2011; Tatlah et al., 2019). 

 

2.2   Implication of arrogance leadership on organisation 

Arrogance is believed to be one of the main causes of leaders’ failure (Toscano et al., 2018). As leaders lead 

organisations, thus their failures will cause the organisations to fail as well. It is getting more apparent that arrogance 

has become a common trait in many organisations and cultivated as part of the organisational culture (Toscano et al., 

2018; Hamedoğlu, 2019). As the workforce is getting more competitive and demanding, leaders have been known to 

use arrogance to intimidate followers to communicate and collaborate with each other within organisations (Toscano et 

al., 2018). This approach can fruit immediate results in the short term, but excessively, it will grow into a toxic 

organisational environment causing discomfort and dissatisfaction. Many scholars have studied the impact of 

leadership styles on employees based on factors like gender, age and race, however not many studies were done on 

arrogance leadership and its impact on job commitment and satisfaction, especially in educational organisations 

(Cansoy, 2019; Sharma, Aryan, Singh, & Kaur, 2019; Trimmer, Dixon, & Guenther, 2019). To expand the current 

literature, Trimmer et al. (2019) suggested that studies on the relationships between leadership style and job satisfaction 
should be conducted in different education settings. It was also mentioned that job satisfaction and leaders’ leadership 

behaviours such as arrogance could be examined (Trimmer et al., 2019). In addition, it is predicted that individuals 

working in an organisation that consistently aim to be more superior than other organisations are likely to be arrogant 

(Hamedoğlu, 2019). Hence, showing that arrogance is contagious and can foster by individuals and within 

organisations. Lastly, arrogance leadership will affect the entire organisations.  

 

2.3   Job Commitment 

Commitment can be simply defined as the actions of each individual on work or at the workplace, which can be 

determined and observed through a sense of belonging and level of involvement portrayed toward the organization 

(Meyer et al., 1989; Tatlah et al., 2019). According to Meyer et al. (1989), it was deduced that other work-related 

behaviours (other than turnover) contribute significantly toward job commitment. Employees might not leave the job 

due to factors like salary and benefits, but they do not contribute wholeheartedly to the organisations. Loyalty and 

commitment are totally different variables. In other words, a person can be loyal but not committed. Therefore, 

leadership effectiveness must be measured through not only followers’ loyalty but commitment as well (Deal, 1985). 
Other work-related behaviours such as arrogance leadership can cause employees to be reluctant and resistant to work 

at full capacity (Allen & Meyer, 1993). Mendoza (2019) affirmed that for employees to be committed or have a higher 

level of job commitment, they must be able to identify with the organizations that they are working for and must be 

fully engaged or feel engaged in the daily operations. In other words, commitment is believed to be a desirable quality 

to inculcate amongst employees for an organization to strive successfully as well as maintaining economies of scales. 

As employees progressed professionally and personally in their career stage, their level of commitment may increase 

and decrease too from various factors (Allen & Meyer, 1990a; Allen & Meyer, 1990b). This may be resulted from 

being saturated at one job for too long or affected by leadership style of the leader. Without a doubt, the value of 

commitment toward the organization can be determined by the nature of that commitment (Meyer et al., 1989). 

Commitment can be divided into three categories; namely normative commitment, affective commitment, and 

continuance commitment, with each dimension being developed independently to wield the different effects on work-

related behaviour (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Allen & Meyer, 1990a; Allen & Meyer, 1990b). 
 

2.3.1   Normative Commitment 
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Normative commitment is looking at the perceived obligations of employees toward the organisation (Allen & 

Meyer, 1993; Meyer et al., 1989). This means that employees who are normatively committed to the organisations are 

usually the ones who viewed their job as responsibilities or career rather than a task to accomplish or complete. 

According to Allen and Meyer (1993), this kind of feeling of obligation to remain with the organisation comes with age 

and seniority of the employees. It is believed that as employees grow older in terms of their age and the longer their 

years of service, the perceived obligation is higher as compared to younger and newer employees in the organisation 
(Jaros, 2007). 

 

2.3.2   Affective Commitment 

Affective commitment is looking at the emotional ties the employees have with the organisation (Allen & Meyer, 

1993; Meyer et al., 1989). Similar to normative commitment, their desire to remain with the organisation comes with 

their years of service and age as well (Allen & Meyer, 1993). It can be said that the longer employees have served the 

organisation; they are more attached and value their association with the organisation (Meyer et al., 1989). This means 

that they are more likely to remain with the organisation as well as to work toward success of it. On the flip side, if 

employees lose the emotional bond they have with the organisation, they will choose to leave as they do not feel 

obligated or are not motivated by any reward. 

 

2.3.3   Continuance Commitment 

Human beings are attracted and motivated by rewards, both monetary and non-monetary. With that, the 

continuance commitment is looking at the perceived cost or risk the employees need to bear to leave the organisation 

(Allen & Meyer, 1993; Meyer et al., 1989). If the costs (risk of losing the salary and benefits) to bear for leaving would 

be too high or unbearable, employees might choose to remain (Allen & Meyer, 1993). As compared to affective 

commitment, this means that they solely choose to remain because they need to and not because they want to. Although 
choosing to remain and stay committed, employees might not strive to perform better or ever be satisfied with the 

organisation (Mendoza, 2019).   

 

2.4   Job Satisfaction 

Satisfaction is the state of feeling accomplished and appreciated, which is why job satisfaction has been treated as 

indicator affecting various organisational outputs such as performance, recognition and notably, job commitment 

(Ozdem & Sezer, 2019; Uysal, 2019). By simply completing a task does not exactly constitute satisfaction, hence, job 

satisfaction has consistently been examined at individual and organisational level. According to Uysal (2019), the 

factors that are affecting satisfaction for individuals are socio-cultural environment, intelligence, personality, 

occupational status and work, level of education, marital status, gender and age. In addition, it was found that the styles 

of supervision and management portrayed by leaders could affect job satisfaction at the organisational level (Ozdem & 

Sezer, 2019; Uysal, 2019). In the educational context, Saba (2011) noted that the level of satisfaction is higher amongst 

teachers who have been in the profession for more than 21 years. So, does this mean that longer years of service will 

increase job satisfaction? Uysal (2019) supported this claim by stating that when satisfaction level is low, employees 

will start looking for new job opportunities, which can negatively affect commitment. Apart from the fact that it is the 
desire and motivation of employees to be and remain satisfied with their jobs, it is also very much the responsibilities of 

the managers or leaders of the organisations to increase job satisfaction through managerial strategies and leadership 

style (Uysal, 2019). Leaders who are arrogant and unapproachable can cause dissatisfaction amongst followers (Torlak 

& Kuzey, 2019). In a study conducted by Saba (2011), further proved that the relationships with superiors and 

colleagues are determining factor of satisfaction for the teachers. This clearly showed that humility and teamwork is 

very crucial for leaders to practise when ensuring followers are satisfied at the workplace. This leaves no room for 

leaders to be arrogant. Saba (2011) also investigated that most teachers felt content (reported high in satisfaction) with 

the nature of the job and its accompanying workload as long as there is a sense of accomplishment and fulfilment 

acknowledged by their superiors. The heavy workload is not the determining factor of stress and dissatisfaction but 

rather the type of leadership style portrayed by their leaders such as being arrogant and not recognising and 

appreciating individuals’ hard work. In the long run, under the guidance of negative leadership, job satisfaction will 
keep on reducing until diminished (Uysal, 2019). Without a doubt, dissatisfaction caused by arrogance leadership will 

result in employees’ burnout, leaving negative consequences happening in the organisations (Borden, 2017). 

3.   Methods 

This study was implemented to understand the correlational relationship of arrogance leadership and job 

commitment and job satisfaction in higher educational organisations. It is believed to be able to provide concrete and 

accurate descriptions to an identified problem or situation by making assumptions of the way things are and provoke 

actions (De Vaus, 2001; Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2011). Therefore, this study would be able to confirm the 

significant relationship of arrogance leadership with job commitment and job satisfaction in higher educational 

institutions 



Jefferson et al., Online Journal for TVET Practitioners Vol. 5 No. 2 (2020) p. 42-56 

  

 

46 

 

3.1   Population, Sampling and Sample 

The population of this study was lecturers (involved in learning and teaching) at both public and private higher 

educational organisations such as universities, university colleges, and colleges. Hence, the sampling frame was 

lecturers working at both public and private universities, university colleges and colleges. Due to the vast geographical 

and widely scattered locations of educational organisations in Sarawak, this study applied the random sampling 

method. According to the statistics of higher educational organisations provided by the Ministry of Education, there are 

29 higher educational organisations in the state of Sarawak; namely one public university, one private university, one 

university college, two foreign branch universities and 24 colleges (Senarai Daftar IPTS, 2019, November 30). As 

Kuching is the capital city of Sarawak and with the most numbers (a total of 16) of higher educational organisations, 
this location was chosen as one of the two selected locations. Another location selected, Sibu with a total of five higher 

educational organisations, is the closest division to Kuching, which are both the southern part of Sarawak. The other 

two major divisions – Bintulu and Miri are located in the northern part of Sarawak, with a combined total of eight 

higher educational organisations only. Out of the total 29 higher educational organisations located in Sarawak, 21 (72 

percent) are located in Kuching and Sibu (southern part of Sarawak). Hence, both Kuching and Sibu were chosen as the 

location of research to target the sample. By dividing the population into separate groups according to the locations 

provided a better focus during data collection (Kemper, Stringfield, & Teddlie, 2003). The random sampling method 

involved fewer resources as the need to focus on multiple locations was reduced (Lohr, 2019). This made the study 

more feasible and able to focus on getting more respondents in a specific location. By focusing on specific locations, 

the random sampling method was also able to reduce the variability of this study, which would result in a more accurate 

reflection of the population (Lohr, 2019). Initially, there were 233 online survey links emailed/ distributed to lecturers 

from 21 higher educational organisations in Kuching and Sibu. During the closure of the online survey (one-month 
period), a total of 130 responses were successfully collected. Only 19 out of the 21 higher educational organisations 

have at least one respondent. This data collection achieved an almost 57 percent response rate. 

 

Table 1 - Statistics of higher educational organisations in Sarawak 

Location 
Public 

University 

Private 

University 

University 

College 

Foreign Branch 

University 
College Total 

Kuching 1 1 - 1 13 16 

Sibu - - 1 - 4 5 

Miri - - - 1 5 6 

Bintulu - - - - 2 2 

Total 1 1 1 2 24 29 

3.2   Research Instrument 

This study utilised a questionnaire to obtain the necessary data through an online platform - Google Form. The 

questionnaire was divided into four sections; section one – respondents’ profile, section two – arrogance leadership; 

section three – job commitment; and section four – job satisfaction. Table 2 outlined the research instrument items. 

 

Table 2 - Research instrument 

Item 
Total 

Items 
Sources 

Section One - Respondents’ Profile 5 - 

Section Two – Arrogance Leadership 26 Workplace Arrogance Scale (Johnson et al., 2010) 

Section Three – Job Commitment 24 
Commitment Scale Items (Allen &Meyer, 1990a; Allen & Meyer, 

1990b) 

Section Four – Job Satisfaction 20 Job Satisfaction Scale (Weiss et al., 1967) 

Total 75  

 

The Workplace Arrogance Scale has 26 items scale to measure arrogance at workplace with a five-point Likert-

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) (Johnson et al., 2010; Silverman et al., 2012). All the three 

subscales of the job commitment scale were using five-point Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). The job satisfaction scale was also using the five-point Likert-scale from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very 

dissatisfied). Although past studies by scholars who adopted similar scales have proven the validity of their instruments 

using the five-point Likert-scale (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Johnson et al., 2010; Weiss et al., 1967), this study applied the 

six-point Likert-scale. The six-point Likert-scale is considered a force scale whereby respondents are required to 

choose whether they agree or disagree, instead of choosing to remain neutral. In a study conducted by Chang (1994), 

the six-point Likert-scale resulted in higher validity and reliability. In addition, Chomeya (2010) posited that the six-
point Likert-scale (instead of the five-point Likert-scale) would produce more variation, have higher chance to produce 

significance as well as reliability. Therefore, the instrument applied the six-point Likert-scale. This approach has been 
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tested reliable during the pilot test and implemented for the final data collection. For data collection, this study utilised 

the online survey questionnaire method through the Google Form online platform and via email blasting. Nulty (2008) 

supported that web-based or technology-supported or online questionnaires are proven to have faster and higher 

response rates as compared to the traditional paper-based questionnaires. In relation, Sheehan (2001) also claimed that 

using email as the medium to distribute the questionnaire is cost efficient (eliminates printing cost), time saving (able to 

reach wider and more audience) and convenience to respondents (complete at own time and place). Hence, there were 
no pressure on the respondents (to simply completing the survey) and able to provide good quality responses (Granello 

& Wheaton, 2004). Prior to email blasting, research ethical clearance and permission to access lecturers’ email 

addresses are obtained (Granello & Wheaton, 2004; Minnaar & Heystek, 2013). The final data were gathered for four 

weeks in January and February 2020. It was during the Chinese New Year period as well as semester break for some 

higher educational organisations, hence slow and low response rates. The response rate had to be monitored and 

reminder emails were sent several times to remind respondents to complete the survey. In the end, with the cooperation 

of respondents and the advantage of using an online survey, respondents were able to complete the survey through their 

mobile phones even during the holiday season. 

3.3   Pilot Test 

A pilot test was conducted from 1 January till 10 January 2020, to validate the effectiveness of the instrument – 

questionnaire (Fraenkel, et al., 2011; Neuman, 2011). It was also to test the questions’ ability to provide the intended 

responses to answer the research objectives. The questionnaires were sent to lecturers of a private university in 

Sarawak. Thirty respondents were involved in the pilot study but not included in the final sample. A reliability analysis 

was conducted to determine the internal consistency of the research scales (Coakes & Steed, 2009; Green & Salkind, 

2016). For this pilot study, the Cronbach’s alpha was tested and achieved the value of .84. Hair, Black, Babin, 
Anderson, and Tatham (1998) stated that the Cronbach’s alpha values between .60 and .70 are acceptable. Hence, there 

were no modifications done to the instrument based on pilot study results. 

4.   Data Analysis 

All data collected are interpreted quantitatively through the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) 

(version 26.0) software (Green & Salkind, 2016). The first step was running the descriptive analysis to provide a brief 

overview of the sample distribution and variables involved in this study (Coakes & Steed, 2009). Next, running the 

frequencies function to provide the respondents’ demographic characteristics (Coakes & Steed, 2009; Green & Salkind, 

2016). The second step was to run the mean and standard deviation functions to describe the variables of this study 

(Coakes & Steed, 2009). Both the independent and dependent variables were analysed using descriptive statistics to 

obtain the mean scores and standard deviation. Correlation analysis determined the direction and intensity of the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables. The correlation coefficient (r), a bivariate analysis, was 

to measure the strength of the relationship between two variables (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010; Green & Salkind, 2016). 

For this study, the Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used. As there were one independent variable and one 

dependent variable in each hypothesis, the simple linear regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses (Hair et al., 
1998).  It was used to examine the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. In contrast with 

correlation analysis, the simple linear regression analysis was used to predict the value of the dependent variables 

(Coakes & Steed, 2009). 

Table 3 - Data analysis 

Objectives Type of Analysis 

1. To identify the level of arrogance leadership in 

educational organisations. 

Frequency, percentage, mean and standard 

deviation 

2. To identify the level of job commitment among the 

lecturers in educational organisations. 

Frequency, percentage, mean and standard 

deviation 

3. To determine the significant relationship between 

arrogance leadership and job commitment. 

Pearson Correlation 

4. To identify the significant influence of arrogance 

leadership towards job satisfaction among the lecturers. 

Simple Linear Regression 

5.   Results and Discussions 

Out of the 130 responses received, there were no spoilt responses – no missing values. Therefore, the total usable 

data was 100 percent. Besides, all respondents are lecturers or somewhat involved in learning and teaching roles, hence, 

did not terminate the survey in section one. Therefore, all the 130 respondents were included for data analysis. The data 

collected were immediately coded and transferred to SPSS for processing. The transferred data were checked and 
reverse coded according to the negatively structured questions. To ensure the reliability, the Cronbach’s Alpha test was 

run and achieved the .71 value. This showed the consistency obtained during the pilot study whereby the reliability 

coefficient value was at .84, both at the acceptable range (Hair et al., 1998). 
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5.1   Demographics of Respondents 

All 130 respondents were in-service lecturers at higher educational organisations in Kuching and Sibu; 60 

respondents were from University or University College and 70 respondents were from College. All respondents, in 

their current role, were reporting to at least a superior or supervisor, except for one respondent who indicated not 

reporting to a superior. Out of the 130 respondents, only 28 of them have subordinates reporting to them. The number 

of respondents on the years of service were distributed quite evenly over the three categories; less than five years – 44 

respondents, five to nine years – 46 respondents, and ten years and above – 40 respondents. 

5.2   Level of Arrogance Leadership 

To answer the first research objective, the level of arrogance leadership was determined based on the median, 

mean, quartile and percentile of the sample of this study. From this calculation, the mean range of 1.00 - 3.88 was 

considered low, 3.89 - 4.18 was below average, 4.19 - 4.53 was above average and 4.54 - 6.00 was high. As there were 

26 items in the arrogance leadership scale as developed by Johnson et al. (2010), this discussion looked at the top five 
highest and lowest mean of the items. Out of the top five highest mean, three items scored the high level of arrogance 

leadership; Item 9 “Exhibits different behaviours with subordinates than with supervisors” (M = 4.94, SD = 1.498), 

Item 22 “Does not mind menial tasks” (M = 4.80, SD = 1.284), and Item 1 “Believes that s/he knows better than 

everyone else in any given situation” (M = 4.59, SD = 1.139). This was consistent with the studies by Toscano et al. 

(2018) and Trumpeter et al. (2006) whereby arrogance leadership happened when a leader who had a high sense of 

superiority was also inaccessible and usually unapproachable. The remaining two items of the top five highest mean 

were located in the above average level of arrogance leadership; Item 2 “Makes decisions that impact others without 

listening to their input” (M = 4.50, SD =1.176) and Item 14 “Takes responsibility for his/ her own mistakes” (M = 4.48, 

SD = 1.221). Items 14 and 22 were negative statements in the instrument, hence respondents were perceiving that their 

superiors “don’t take responsibility for own mistakes” and “mind doing menial tasks”, respectively. This finding was 

definitely echoing what Toscano et al. (2018) has posited earlier; arrogant leaders were believed to have an impact on 
followers and subordinates on variables such as engagement, cohesiveness, collaboration and consensual decision 

making. All of the top five lowest means were considered low for having a mean score of below 3.88. The five items of 

the low level of arrogance leadership were Item 5 “Belittles his/ her employees publicly” (M = 2.93, SD = 1.410), Item 

8 “Shoots down other people’s ideas in publics” (M = 2.95, SD = 1.354), Item 3 “Uses non-verbal behaviours like 

glaring or staring to make people uncomfortable” (M = 3.22, SD = 1.290), Item 4 “Criticise others” (M = 3.51, SD = 

1.354), and Item 7 “Discredits others’ ideas during meetings and often makes those individuals look bad” (M = 3.53, 

SD = 1.215). All 26 items had a standard deviation value of less than 1.500, which was considered low and proved that 

the responses to the items are close to the average or mean of the data set. This also showed that respondents are 

choosing almost all similar responses. Only one item had a standard deviation value of less than 1.000; Item 25 “Does 

not see him/herself as being too important for some tasks” (M = 4.32, SD = .989).  In contrast, Toscano et al. (2018) in 

their study found that arrogant leaders were causing grievances to followers and subordinates by creating an 

environment of intimidation. However, the finding of this study showed that respondents were saying that their 
superiors were not humiliating them publicly, did not criticise and also not using non-verbal behaviours to create 

awkward situations. The overall arrogance level scored the below average level (M = 4.09, SD = .858), and it was 

identified at an acceptable level. This may be due to workplace bureaucracy, whereby respondents chose to keep silent 

when faced with arrogance leadership in an environment of intimidation (Toscano et al., 2018). During the data 

collection stage, there were lecturers from several higher educational organisations who were reluctant to participate in 

the survey due to fear of their responses being identifiable. In relation, arrogance was demonstrated by disparaging 

others and often regarded as a negative attribute in any organisation but widely and subconsciously practised by many 

leaders (Silverman et al., 2012). In short, a person with a high sense of superiority was viewed as arrogant (Toscano et 

al., 2018; Trumpeter et al., 2006). This was fully supported by the findings whereby the top three highest scored means. 

The respondents agreed that their superiors acted differently when dealing with their supervisors, minded doing 

menial tasks and believed that they were better than anyone else in a given situation. This showed that the respondents 
perceived that their superiors were not only unapproachable but have a high sense of superiority above subordinates. 

They perceived that their superiors were demonstrating the traits of arrogance. Besides, the presence of arrogance can 

also be identified when arrogance leadership is demonstrated by someone in the organisation who possessed a sense of 

superiority, exaggerated self-importance and acted without the consent of team members causing resistance and 

rebellion amongst their members (Haan et al., 2007; Toscano et al., 2018). These statements were also supported by the 

findings of this study whereby Item 2 “Makes decisions that impact others without listening to their input” (M = 4.50, 

SD =1.176) and Item 14 “Takes responsibility for his/ her own mistakes” (M = 4.48, SD = 1.221) also topped the 

highest scored means. However, it can be noticed that the respondents were not rebellious yet toward their superiors as 

all of the top five lowest means are identified as low. This showed that the respondents were still able to be objective 

when responding to the statements of the scale. The respondents were not bias or resistant as they were still able to 

agree that their superiors did not humiliate them in public or during meetings. Nevertheless, it was cautioned by 

Toscano et al. (2018) that the existence of arrogance leadership was undesirable as it leads to ineffective leadership and 
in the long run may cause grievances to subordinates. As all respondents stated that they were reporting to at least a 
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superior or supervisor, except for one respondent, it can be claimed that the arrogance leadership existed and was 

consistent across the higher educational organisations. In relation, the existence or occurrence of arrogance leadership 

was also consistent with other studies and imposing impacts on individuals such as employees or followers (Johnson et 

al., 2010; Silverman et al., 2012; Toscano et al., 2018). For this study, it was concluded that even though the level of 

arrogance may be at the below average level, it is important to note that the findings proved that its existence in higher 

educational organisations. And, without early detection and control, arrogance leadership is believed to have negative 
impacts on the lecturers as individuals, amongst the lecturers in higher educational organisations and the higher 

educational organisations as a whole (Johnson et al., 2010; Silverman et al., 2012; Toscano et al., 2018). 

5.3   Level of Job Commitment 

To answer the second research objective, the level of job commitment was determined lated based on the median, 

mean, quartile and percentile of the sample of this study. From this calculation, the mean range of 1.00 - 3.27 was 

considered low, 3.28 - 3.45 was below average, 3.46 - 3.62 was above average, and 3.63 - 6.00 was high. The job 

commitment as dependent variable consisted of three sub-scales – a normative commitment which was based on 

perceived obligation toward the organisation; an affective commitment which was based on the emotional ties 

developed by employees through the positive working environment or workplace; and a continuance commitment 

which was based on the perceived cost (both economically and socially) of leaving or quitting from the organisation 

(Jaros, 2007). Hence, the job commitment level was discussed based on the three sub-scales.  

5.3.1   Normative Commitment 
The Normative Commitment Scale was an eight-item scale enhanced by Meyer and Allen from their work in 1984 

(Allen & Meyer, 1993; Jaros 2007). Out of the eight items, only two items were in the high-level range; Item 1 “I think 

that people these days move from company to company too often.” (M = 4.18, SD = 1.002) and Item 4 “One of the 

major reasons I continue to work in this organisation is that I believe loyalty is important and therefore feel a sense of 

moral obligation to remain.” (M = 3.70, SD = 1.001). Only one item was at the above average level, Item 6 “I was 
taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organisation.” (M = 3.49, SD = .856). Based on the findings, the 

overall normative commitment level was low (M = 3.12, SD = .503). The rest of the five items were in the low-level 

range, with Item 5 “If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was right to leave my 

organisation.” (M = 2.52, SD = 1.115) scoring the lowest. This finding proved the consistency of the responses with the 

definition of normative commitment, whereby it was looking at the perceived obligations of employees toward the 

organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Meyer et al., 1989). However, as stated earlier that although 66 percent of the 

respondents have been working in their current higher educational organisations for more than five years, the normative 

commitment is still low. As opposed to the claims of Jaros (2007), that as employees grew older in terms of their age 

and the longer their years of service, the perceived obligation should be higher in the higher educational organisations.  

5.3.2   Affective Commitment 
The Affective Commitment Scale was an eight-item scale developed by Meyer and Allen in 1984 (Allen & Meyer, 

1993; Jaros, 2007). All eight items in the affective commitment scale were in the low-level range. The lowest was Item 

1 “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organisation.” (M = 2.38, SD = 1.129). This proved 

that affective commitment was low amongst the respondents. In contrast, Item 4 “I think that I could easily become as 

attached to another organisation as I am to this one” (M = 3.27, SD = .861) was at the end range of the low level 
nearing the above average level. This was a negative statement, therefore it showed that respondents even though did 

not wish to remain committed to the current organisation might not be easily attached to another or new organisation. 

This was consistent with the definition of affective commitment whereby it was looking at the emotional ties the 

employees have with the organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Meyer et al., 1989). Based on the findings, the overall 

affective commitment was also low (M = 2.86, SD = .583) proving that affective commitment level was low amongst 

the respondents. Although Meyer et al. (1989) claimed that the longer employees have served the organisation they 

were more attached and valued their association with the organisation, but the findings of this study proved otherwise. 

Similar to normative commitment, although 66 percent of the respondents had been working in their current higher 

educational organisations for more than five years, the affective commitment was significantly low. 

5.3.3   Continuance Commitment 

The Continuance Commitment Scale was an eight-item scale developed by Meyer and Allen in 1984 (Allen & 

Meyer, 1993; Jaros, 2007). In direct opposite to affective commitment, all eight items of the continuance commitment 

scale scored the high level of having the mean of 3.63 and above. The highest was Item 7 “One of the few serious 

consequences of leaving this organisation would be the scarcity of available alternatives.” (M = 4.72, SD = 1.221) and 
the second highest was Item 6 “I feel that I have very few options to consider leaving this organisation.” (M = 4.62, SD 

= 1.171). This somewhat showed that respondents had been staying committed because they perceived that there was a 

lack of opportunities outside their current organisations. They were willing to stay and put up with the arrogance 
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leadership shown by the superiors. Without a doubt, this was consistent with the definition of continuance commitment 

whereby it was looking at the perceived cost (both economically and socially) or risk the employees needed to bear to 

leave the organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Meyer et al., 1989). However, choosing to remain and stay committed 

did not mean that employees strived to perform better or ever be satisfied with the organisation (Mendoza, 2019). 

Based on the findings, the overall continuance commitment was high (M = 4.35, SD = .767).  A person can be loyal but 

not committed, as they perceived that there was lack of opportunities outside their current organisations and if the costs 
to bear for leaving would be too high or unbearable (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Mendoza, 2019). This meant that they 

solely chose to remain because they needed to and not because they wanted to. 

Out of the 130 respondents, 86 respondents or 66 percent of the sample were in the long service category or 

considered loyal. However, based on the findings, the overall job commitment level was low (M = 3.44, SD = .368). 

This further proved that loyalty and commitment were different variables, and other work-related behaviours (other 

than turnover) contributed significantly toward job commitment (Meyer et al., 1989). For this study, in answering the 

second research objective, it can be concluded that the overall level of job commitment, after considering all three sub-

scales, was still low. This was in support with the claims of Meyer et al. (1989) and Tatlah et al. (2019), commitment 

was determined and observed through a sense of belonging and level of involvement portrayed toward the organization, 

rather than the actions of staying or remaining loyal to the organisations. 

 

5.4   Correlation between Arrogance Leadership and Job Commitment 

Pearson’s correlation analysis was looking at the coefficient to measure the direction and most importantly, the 

strength of the linear relationship between the independent and dependent variables (Bolboaca & Jäntschi, 2006). The 

Pearson’s correlation coefficient values from -1 to +1; a value of +1 showed that the variables are perfectly linear 
related by an increasing relationship, a value of -1 showed that the variables are perfectly linear related by a decreasing 

relationship, and a value of 0 showed that the variables are not linearly related by each other (Hair et al., 1998). From 

the results, arrogance leadership had significant negative relationship with normative commitment (r = -.185, p < .05). 

This proved that the higher the arrogance level, the lower the normative commitment level. Likewise, arrogance 

leadership also had a significant negative relationship with affective commitment (r = -.680, p < .01), proving that the 

higher the arrogance level, the lower the affective commitment level. As compared to both normative and affective 

commitment, arrogance leadership had a significant positive relationship with continuance commitment (r = .350, p < 

.01). This showed that when the level of arrogance increases, the level of continuance commitment increases as well. 

The continuance commitment was slightly different from the other two commitments because human beings are 

attracted and motivated by rewards, both monetary and non-monetary, and the fear of losing it is much greater than 

obligation and emotional ties towards the organisations (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Meyer et al., 1989). This was also 

consistent with what Borden (2017) posited, arrogance leadership may cause burnout but employees will remain 
“committed” to the organisations due to fear of not receiving the same rewards in other organisations. Arrogance 

leadership can push followers, both positively and negatively, and can cause employees to be reluctant and resistant to 

work at full capacity (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Dykes & Winn, 2019). Therefore, leadership effectiveness must be 

measured through not only followers’ loyalty but commitment as well (Deal, 1985). Without a doubt, leaders or 

superiors in the higher educational organisations must be able to exude confidence and empathy in leading their 

subordinates so that they remain committed for the right reasons. According to Oyer (2015), an organisation lacking 

humility, empathy, and integrity amongst its team members can cause negative and unhealthy work culture, which will 

then lead to a low commitment level. This was especially notable when the respondents stated that their superiors 

thought highly of themselves, minded doing menial tasks, exhibited different behaviours in front of others and showed 

lack of humility and empathy. Besides, Toscano et al. (2018) posited that the levels of positive attitudes that can be 

shown by followers and subordinates were highly dependent and determined by levels of humility exuded by the 
leader. The superiors were the main driving force behind the level of job commitment. However, leaders in higher 

educational organisations were to be constantly reminded to be careful and understand the difference between being 

arrogant and confident (Haan et al., 2007). For this study, in answering the third research objective, it can be concluded 

that the findings showed that there was a significant relationship between arrogance leadership and job commitment.  

 

5.5   Influence of Arrogance Leadership on Job Satisfaction 

The R2 value, also known as the coefficient of determination provided information about the proportion of 

variation in the dependent variable being associated with the variation in the independent variable (Bolboaca & 

Jäntschi, 2006). For this study, The R2 value indicated that arrogance leadership could explain 47.9 percent of the 

variance for job satisfaction. The F-ratio (F = 111.78, p < .10) proved that the F-change value was significant and the 

model was a good fit (Hair et al., 1998). Therefore, this showed that arrogance leadership is a good indicator in 

predicting job satisfaction. Further supporting the hypothesis that there was significant influence of arrogance 

leadership towards job satisfaction among the lecturers, the Durbin Watson value of 1.02 showed that there was 

positive autocorrelation between arrogance leadership and job satisfaction. The standardised coefficients (β = -.692, p < 
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.10) also proved that arrogance leadership was a significant predictor of job satisfaction. This simply meant that the 

higher the arrogance level the less satisfied the lecturers were. Hence, the findings showed that there was a significant 

influence of arrogance leadership towards job satisfaction among the lecturers. Satisfaction is the state of feeling 

accomplished and appreciated, which is why job satisfaction was considered to be able to affect various organisational 

outputs such as performance, recognition as well as job commitment (Ozdem & Sezer, 2019; Uysal, 2019). On the 

other hand, the factors that were affecting satisfaction were working environment and conditions, colleagues, 
promotion opportunities, salaries, and benefits, communication, participation in decisions, sense of security, quality of 

work and styles of supervision and management portrayed by leaders (Ozdem & Sezer, 2019; Uysal, 2019). Therefore, 

solidifying that arrogance leadership could be a good indicator in predicting job satisfaction (van den Berg & 

Wilderom, 2004). In the educational context, it was noted that the level of satisfaction was higher amongst teachers 

who had been in the profession for longer time, as when satisfaction level was low, they would start looking for new 

job opportunities, which could negatively affect job commitment (Saba, 2011; Uysal, 2019). However, as stated earlier 

that although 66 percent of the respondents had been working in their current higher educational organisations for more 

than five years, the job satisfaction level was considered significantly low. Thus, proved that satisfaction and 

commitment had some sort of relationship to arrogance leadership. Apart from the fact that it was the desire and 

motivation of employees to remain satisfied with their jobs, it was also very much the responsibility of the managers or 

leaders of the organisations to increase job satisfaction through managerial strategies and leadership style (Uysal, 

2019). Therefore, leaders in higher educational organisations should have enhanced leadership behaviour to increase 
the lecturers’ trust and motivation, which will then increase satisfaction and commitment (van den Berg & Wilderom, 

2004). In relation, it also believed that when given autonomy, lecturers would have higher satisfaction and commitment 

level (Mendoza, 2019; Saba, 2011; Tatlah et al., 2019). In a study conducted by Saba (2011), further proved that the 

relationships with superiors and colleagues were determining factor of satisfaction for the teachers, it was found that 

83% of the teachers involved in the study were satisfied because their superiors and colleagues were cooperative and 

provided sufficient support. Hence, the findings of this study were consistent with past studies by noting that arrogance 

leadership was a good indicator in predicting job satisfaction. This clearly showed that humility and teamwork were 

very crucial for leaders to practise when ensuring followers were satisfied at the workplace, leaving no room for leaders 

to be arrogant. It is also believed that leadership effectiveness would increase job satisfaction that would then lead to 

educational organisation effectiveness (Parker, 2015). For this study, in answering the fourth research objective, it can 

be concluded that the findings showed that there was a significant influence of arrogance leadership toward job 
satisfaction among the lecturers. 

5.6   Limitations of the Study and Future Research 

Like any other studies, this study was not excluded from having limitations. Firstly, as this study was focused in 
Sarawak, Malaysia, there were not many higher educational organisations included. It was believed that more 

educational organisations could be included to represent both public and private higher educational organisations in 

Malaysia. Next, as arrogance leadership can be practiced throughout an organisation, this study could have also 

included administrative staff or support staff working within the higher educational organisations. They contribute an 

equal amount of works and are also reporting to the same leader as the lecturers. Hence, future research can include 

both academic and administrative staff as the sample. Lastly, the period of the data collection was from 12 January 

2020 till 12 February 2020. Due to the Chinese New Year period and also semester break for some higher educational 

organisations, the initial response was very low. Follow-ups through emails and phone calls were required to remind 

the potential respondents on the timeline to complete the survey. Hence, future research can consider doing the data 

collection in stages based on semester breaks of the higher educational organisations. As public and private higher 

educational organisations have different benefits, remuneration packages and job stability (Saba, 2011), future research 
can consider doing the comparison of the relationship of arrogance leadership with job commitment and job satisfaction 

between public and private higher educational organisations. When studied, satisfaction levels were higher in public 

educational organisations as compared to private ones; quoting that there is less bureaucracy with only one reporting 

head who does not intervene in the daily operations of teachers (Saba, 2011). It was noted by past studies that the desire 

to remain with the organisation comes with the years of service and age as well (Allen & Meyer, 1993). Hence, future 

research can look at these two variables by comparing the years of service and age on the relationship of arrogance 

leadership with job commitment and job satisfaction. Not only that, Hamedoğlu (2019) also noted that other variables 

such as gender, position, academic qualifications and income may have an impact on arrogance leadership; the higher 

the academic qualification, the higher the arrogance. Therefore, future research can consider studying the impact of 

socio-economic variables on arrogance leadership. There were pieces of evidence of past studies proving that job 

commitment predicts job satisfaction (Mendoza, 2019). In theory, Uysal (2019) also posited that job satisfaction was 

regarded as the main element of job commitment. Hence, future research can consider studying the relationship or 
influence of job commitment and job satisfaction. 
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5.7    Managerial Implications and Conclusion 

Practically, this study helped higher educational organisation and its management to identify the level of arrogance 

leadership, job commitment and job satisfaction within its organisation. As arrogance is a type of changeable behaviour 

motivated by negative beliefs (Johnson et al., 2010), this study also allowed the higher educational organisation and its 

management to influence and increase job commitment and satisfaction level through leadership style. Without a doubt, 

being able to identify and limit arrogance at an early stage, effective leadership and productive social interaction 

amongst employees can be achieved by organisations (Silverman et al., 2012). Theoretically, this study was unique it 

focused on the Malaysian context. Besides, there were a lot of studies on leadership but not many are on arrogance 

leadership, especially in Malaysia. As to conclude, the findings of this study proved that although the level of arrogance 
leadership may be at the below average level or at its infancy stage, it is important to note that that it exists in higher 

educational organisations which will significantly affect other variables like job commitment and job satisfaction. This 

was supported when the findings showed that the overall level of job commitment was low. Lastly, the findings proved 

that there were significant relationships between arrogance leadership with job commitment and job satisfaction among 

the lecturers. 
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Appendix A - Descriptive statistics of arrogance leadership 

 

Descriptive statistics of arrogance leadership (N =130) 

Items 
Likert Scale 

Mean SD 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Believes that s/he knows better than everyone 

else in any given situation 

3 

2.3 

10 

7.7 

4 

3.1 

19 

14.6 

78 

60 

16 

12.3 
4.59 1.139 

2 Makes decisions that impact others without 

listening to their input 

4 

3.1 

8 

6.2 

7 

5.4 

29 

22.3 

64 

49.2 

18 

13.8 
4.50 1.176 

3 Uses non-verbal behaviours like glaring or 

staring to make people uncomfortable 

12 

9.2 

27 

20.8 

42 

32.3 

20 

15.4 

27 

20.8 

2 

1.5 
3.22 1.290 

4 Criticizes others 13 

10 

16 

12.3 

34 

26.2 

32 

24.6 

29 

22.3 

6 

4.6 
3.51 1.354 

5 Belittles his/her employees publicly 26 

20 

25 

19.2 

38 

29.2 

17 

13.1 

21 

16.2 

3 

2.3 
2.93 1.410 

6 Asserts authority in situations when s/he does 

not have the required information 

10 

7.7 

5 

3.8 

10 

7.7 

38 

29.2 

56 

43.1 

11 

8.5 
4.22 1.288 

7 Discredits others’ ideas during meetings and 

often makes those individuals look bad 

14 

10.8 

8 

6.2 

30 

23.1 

53 

40.8 

23 

17.7 

2 

1.5 
3.53 1.215 

8 Shoots down other people’s ideas in public 22 

16.9 

26 

20 

45 

34.6 

15 

11.5 

18 

13.8 

4 

3.1 
2.95 1.354 

9 Exhibits different behaviours with 

subordinates than with supervisors 

7 

5.4 

10 

7.7 

6 

4.6 

1 

0.8 

43 

33.1 

63 

48.5 
4.94 1.498 

10 Makes unrealistic time demands on others 7 

5.4 

11 

8.5 

7 

5.4 

29 

22.3 

54 

41.5 

22 

16.9 
4.37 1.359 

11 Does not find it necessary to explain his/her 

decisions to others 

7 

5.4 

11 

8.5 

4 

3.1 

39 

30 

47 

36.2 

22 

16.9 
4.34 1.338 

12 *Willing to listen to others’ opinions, ideas, or 

perspectives 

4 

3.1 

8 

6.2 

15 

11.5 

60 

46.2 

22 

16.9 

21 

16.2 
4.16 1.200 

13 *Welcomes constructive feedback 4 

3.1 

8 

6.2 

14 

10.8 

49 

37.7 

29 

22.3 

26 

20 
4.30 1.255 

14 *Takes responsibility for his/her own mistakes 6 
4.6 

5 
3.8 

9 
6.9 

30 
23.1 

60 
46.2 

20 
15.4 

4.48 1.221 

15 * Never criticizes other employees in a 
threatening manner 

11 
8.5 

11 
8.5 

14 
10.8 

56 
43.1 

30 
23.1 

8 
6.2 

3.82 1.291 

16 * Realizes that it does not always have to be 
‘his/her way or the highway’ 

3 
2.3 

11 
8.5 

14 
10.8 

69 
53.1 

26 
20 

7 
5.4 

3.96 1.037 

17 * Avoids getting angry when his/her ideas are 
criticized 

4 
3.1 

7 
5.4 

10 
7.7 

72 
55.4 

25 
19.2 

12 
9.2 

4.10 1.063 

18 * Takes him/herself too seriously 3 
2.3 

9 
6.9 

13 
10 

69 
53.1 

30 
23.1 

6 
4.6 

4.02 1.004 

19 * Gives others credit for their ideas 6 
4.6 

9 
6.9 

8 
6.2 

56 
43.1 

37 
28.5 

14 
10.8 

4.16 1.206 

20 * Is considerate of others’ workloads 3 10 4 45 47 21 4.43 1.174 
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2.3 7.7 3.1 34.6 36.2 16.2 

21 * Is willing to take credit for success as well 
as blame for failure 

3 
2.3 

5 
3.8 

6 
4.6 

63 
48.5 

39 
30 

14 
10.8 

4.32 1.021 

22 * Does not mind doing menial tasks 2 
1.5 

11 
8.5 

5 
3.8 

21 
16.2 

45 
34.6 

46 
35.4 

4.80 1.284 

23 * Can get others to pay attention without 
getting emotionally ‘heated up’ 

5 
3.8 

8 
6.2 

12 
9.2 

57 
43.8 

42 
32.3 

6 
4.6 

4.08 1.093 

24 * Promises to address subordinates’ 
complaints with every intention of working to 

resolve them 

3 
2.3 

12 
9.2 

5 
3.8 

63 
48.5 

24 
18.5 

23 
17.7 

4.25 1.208 

25 * Does not see him/herself as being too 

important for some tasks 

1 

0.8 

8 

6.2 

8 

6.2 

56 

43.1 

46 

35.4 

11 

8.5 
4.32 .989 

26 * Puts organizational objectives before his/her 

personal agenda      

3 

2.3 

21 

16.2 

16 

12.3 

33 

25.4 

46 

35.4 

11 

8.5 
4.01 1.297 

Note: 
* = Reverse coded statements, SD = Standard deviation 

 

Appendix B - Descriptive statistics of normative commitment 

Descriptive statistics of normative commitment (N =130) 

Items 
Likert Scale 

Mean SD 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 I think that people these days move from 

company to company too often. 

1 

0.8 

10 

7.7 

15 

11.5 

46 

35.4 

54 

41.5 

4 

3.1 
4.18 1.002 

2 *I do not believe that a person must always be 

loyal to his or her organisation. 

4 

3.1 

61 

46.9 

49 

37.7 

6 

4.6 

6 

4.6 

4 

3.1 
2.70 1.009 

3 *Jumping from organisation to organisation 

does not seem at all unethical to me. 

7 

5.4 

34 

26.2 

78 

60 

5 

3.8 

4 

3.1 

2 

1.5 
2.78 .856 

4 One of the major reasons I continue to work in 

this organisation is that I believe loyalty is 

important and therefore feel a sense of moral 

obligation to remain. 

6 

4.6 

9 

6.9 

24 

18.5 

73 

56.2 

15 

11.5 

3 

2.3 
3.70 1.001 

5 If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I 

would not feel it was right to leave my 

organisation. 

13 

10 

73 

56.2 

21 

16.2 

12 

9.2 

9 

6.9 

2 

1.5 
2.52 1.115 

6 I was taught to believe in the value of remaining 

loyal to one organisation. 

2 

1.5 

13 

10 

45 

34.6 

60 

46.2 

9 

6.9 

1 

0.8 
3.49 .856 

7 Things were better in the days when people 

stayed in one organisation for most of their 

careers. 

8 

6.2 

15 

11.5 

83 

63.8 

15 

11.5 

6 

4.6 

3 

2.3 
3.04 .935 

8 *I do not think that to be a ‘company man’ or 

‘company woman’ is sensible anymore. 

11 

8.5 

58 

44.6 

49 

37.7 

7 

5.4 

3 

2.3 

2 

1.5 
2.53 .925 

Note: 

* = Reverse coded statements, SD = Standard deviation 

 

Appendix C - Descriptive statistics of affective commitment 

Descriptive statistics of affective commitment (N =130) 

Items 
Likert Scale 

Mean SD 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career 

with this organisation. 

28 

21.5 

52 

40 

33 

25.4 

9 

6.9 

6 

4.6 

2 

1.5 
2.38 1.129 

2 I enjoy discussing about my organisation with people 

outside it. 

7 

5.4 

50 

38.5 

48 

36.9 

12 

9.2 

11 

8.5 

2 

1.5 
2.82 1.070 

3 I really feel as if this organisation’s problems are my 

own. 

5 

3.8 

60 

46.2 

51 

39.2 

9 

6.9 

4 

3.1 

1 

0.8 
2.62 .857 

4 *I think that I could easily become as attached to another 
organisation as I am to this one. 

3 
2.3 

15 
11.5 

66 
50.8 

37 
28.5 

8 
6.2 

1 
0.8 

3.27 .861 

5 *I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organisation. 4 

3.1 

26 

20 

79 

60.8 

15 

11.5 

5 

3.8 

1 

0.8 
2.95 .815 

6 *I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organisation. 6 

4.6 

32 

24.6 

71 

54.6 

14 

10.8 

7 

5.4 

0 

0 
2.88 .863 

7 This organisation has a great deal of personal meaning 1 28 68 22 10 1 3.12 .886 
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for me. 0.8 21.5 52.3 16.9 7.7 0.8 

8 *I do not feel a ‘strong’ sense of belonging to my 

organisation. 

8 

6.2 

37 

28.5 

63 

48.5 

15 

11.5 

6 

4.6 

1 

0.8 
2.82 .936 

Note: 

* = Reverse coded statements, SD = Standard deviation 

 

Appendix D - Descriptive statistics of continuance commitment 

Descriptive statistics of continuance commitment (N =130) 

Items 
Likert Scale 

Mean SD 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 *I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit 

my job without having another one lined up. 

2 

1.5 

12 

9.2 

7 

5.4 

37 

28.5 

53 

40.8 

19 

14.6 
4.42 1.180 

2 It would be very hard for me to leave my 

organisation right now, even if I wanted to. 

4 

3.1 

12 

9.2 

11 

8.5 

80 

61.5 

21 

16.2 

2 

1.5 
3.83 .966 

3 Too much in my life would be disrupted if I 

decided to leave my organisation now. 

2 

1.5 

7 

5.4 

12 

9.2 

86 

66.2 

19 

14.6 

4 

3.1 
3.96 .848 

4 *It wouldn’t be too costly for me to leave my 

organisation now. 

3 

2.3 

4 

3.1 

13 

10 

53 

40.8 

51 

39.2 

6 

4.6 
4.25 .975 

5 Right now, staying with my organisation is a 

matter of necessity as much as desire. 

2 

1.5 

6 

4.6 

5 

3.8 

45 

34.6 

51 

39.2 

21 

16.2 
4.54 1.058 

6 I feel that I have very few options to consider 
leaving this organisation. 

3 
2.3 

8 
6.2 

4 
3.1 

33 
25.4 

55 
42.3 

27 
20.8 

4.62 1.171 

7 One of the few serious consequences of leaving 

this organisation would be the scarcity of 

available alternatives. 

2 

1.5 

9 

6.9 

6 

4.6 

28 

21.5 

47 

36.2 

38 

29.2 
4.72 1.221 

8 One of the major reasons I continue to work for 

this organisation is that leaving would require 

considerable personal sacrifice—another 

organisation may not match the overall benefits I 

have here. 

2 

1.5 

9 

6.9 

2 

1.5 

44 

33.8 

56 

43.1 

17 

13.1 
4.49 1.073 

Note: 

* = Reverse coded statements, SD = Standard deviation 
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