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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

The literature review conducted in Chapter 2 highlighted the need to examine the 

relationship between unconscious bias and organisational culture and unconscious bias 

and employee engagement. As such, the following theoretical model was proposed: 

 

 

Figure 1. Proposed theoretical hypotheses model to test the relationship between the 
constructs. 

3.1 Primary Hypotheses 

The primary hypotheses of this study relate to the influence unconscious bias has on 

organisational culture and employee engagement. This relationship will be measured 

empirically using quantitative statistical measures.  

Based on the themes covered in the literature review, unconscious bias manifests itself 

in implicit bias and stereotyping that has negative consequences for organisations like a 

lack of diversity (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) and poor 

decision-making in hiring (Jost et al., 2009) and performance evaluations (Greenwald & 

Banaji, 1995). As such, this research posited that this will result in negative 

consequences to organisational culture. 
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the relationships needed to be determined. The most common bivariate analyses 

techniques to determine the association between two variables are correlation analysis 

and regression analysis. Regression analysis is a dependence technique that 

determines the relationship of an independent variable on a dependent variable while 

correlation analysis is an interdependence technique that determines the nature of the 

relationship between two variables (Zikmund et al., 2009). Therefore, to measure the 

strength of the relationship between unconscious bias and organisational culture as well 

as unconscious bias and employee engagement a Spearman’s correlation analysis was 

performed (Field, 2013; Saunders et al., 2009; Wegner, 2016). Spearman’s correlation 

analysis is an appropriate non-parametric test that measures the strength and direction 

of the relationship between two variables (Wegner, 2016; Zikmund et al., 2009).  

4.9 Limitations 

This research employed the non-probability sampling techniques of purposive and 

snowball sampling. A significant disadvantage of non-probability sampling techniques 

applicable to this study was there was a chance that the sample would not be indicative 

of the population – surveys were sent out to individuals in the researcher’s network and 

similarly forwarded onto individuals in an extended network, all of whom could have been 

similar in nature (Wegner, 2016; Zikmund et al., 2009). 

A limitation of the sample selected as well as the size of the sample is that it may not 

have allowed the researcher to generalise findings to the population – this was an 

important outcome for deductive research such as this (Zikmund et al., 2009).  

A limitation of an internet-based questionnaire is it may have been prone to uninformed 

answers which may have impacted the reliability of data. The design of the questionnaire 

may have also been a limitation that rendered the data invalid or lowered the response 

rate (Saunders et al., 2009). Internet-based surveys on web-based applications may 

have rendered differently on different operating systems and electronic devices causing 

individuals to abandon the survey, lowering the response rate (Zikmund et al., 2009).  

In generating descriptive statistics, some measures could have been distorted by outliers 

causing the researcher to reach incorrect conclusions (Wegner, 2016).  

There are two key limitations of using questionnaires to measure organisational culture: 

(1) questionnaires are not able to delve into deeper cultural characteristics such as the 

underlying assumptions and the influence of symbolic elements, (2) there is an 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

5.1 Introduction 

Following the description of the methodology undertaken, this chapter will describe the 

sample and the results of the statistical analyses. Further detail will be provided around 

data transformations and commentary around the validity and reliability of each test will 

be provided. Limitations to each test will also be outlined.  

The statistical analyses of the coded data were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 

and AMOS. Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to describe the sample and 

Spearman’s correlation test was used to test the hypotheses.   

5.2 Data Transformations 

The data gathering process garnered a total of 199 responses with a completion rate of 

60% (120 respondents). Respondents took 17 minutes, on average, to complete the 

questionnaire. Because of the dichotomous nature of the questions in part B 

(unconscious bias), where an average answer could not be computed, 82 respondents 

that did not complete this section was discarded. Three respondents that answered less 

than 50% of the questions for part C (organisational culture) and part D (employee 

engagement) were also discarded.  

Data was imputed for 19 data points that had item nonresponses for respondents that 

answered more than 50%, but not 100% of the questions for part C and part D. 

Imputation was based on the average responses to all questions for part C and part D 

per job role category. The job role category was selected at the discretion of the 

researcher. Based on the responses to questions in part C and part D, four job roles had 

responses to all questions: staff, team lead, specialist and senior manager. The average 

response, per question in part C and part D and per job role was calculated. The average 

per question value was then assigned to item nonresponses. Thus, the final sample size 

for analysis was 104 (N = 104).  

Because this study examined the relationship between unconscious bias and 

organisational culture and unconscious bias and employee engagement, only those 

respondents that displayed bias (based on the AMP score calculated in section 5.7.) 

were included in the sample for hypotheses testing. Respondents who answered with 

the same response on the unconscious bias section (only pleasant or only unpleasant) 
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Figure 4 and Table 2 describe the sample in terms of industry representation. The 

finance industry comprises the majority of the sample (50.96% or 53 respondents), 

followed by the other category (12.5% or 13 respondents). The industry with the lowest 

representation was mining (0.96% or one respondent) while the agriculture, construction, 

fishing and forestry industries had no representation in the sample (zero respondents). 

The predominant representation of the financial industry was not unexpected due to the 

sampling method used (judgemental and snowball sampling) and since the researcher 

belonged to the finance industry. 

 

Figure 5. Percentage of respondents classified by job role. 

Figure 5 illustrates the sample in terms of the job role category. The sample had a fair 

representation in five out of the seven job roles, with specialists comprising the largest 

percentage (30.8%) and executives comprising the smallest percentage (2.9%). 
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Figure 6. Percentage of respondents classified by length of service. 

Figure 6 depicts the sample by the length of service of the respondents. The one to five-

year category made up the largest portion of respondents (40.4%) while the less than 

one-year category made up the smallest portion of respondents (13.5%). 

5.4 Reliability 

The reliability of the data was tested using the statistical measure of internal consistency, 

Cronbach’s alpha.  

5.4.1 Unconscious Bias 

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated according to the methodology employed by Payne et 

al. (2005). As per the key defined, pleasant responses were coded with a +1 and 

unpleasant responses were coded with a +2. The unconscious bias questions were split 

into two halves, one half comprised of questions making use of pleasant primes 

(pleasant-prime questions) and the other half comprised of questions making use of 

unpleasant primes (unpleasant-prime questions). Twelve randomly selected 

respondents were selected from each half. From the random sample, the score on each 

unpleasant-prime question was subtracted from the score on each pleasant-prime 

question. This resulted in a table of 12 difference scores that could assume values of -1, 

0 or +1 (Table 3). This table was imported into IBM SPSS and yielded a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .77 as indicated in Table 4. This shows a high level of internal consistency.  
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Table 3 

Bias Difference Scores for Cronbach's Alpha Calculation 

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T11 T12 

-1 0 1 -1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 
1 -1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 1 0 0 -1 0 

0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 1 -1 -1 0 0 

0 -1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 

0 -1 -1 -1 1 0 0 1 1 -1 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

1 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 

1 1 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 1 

1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 -1 0 

-1 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1 -1 0 1 

 

Table 4 

Cronbach's Alpha: Unconscious Bias 

  Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items 

Number of 
Items 

Unconscious 
Bias 

0.77 0.77 12 

 

5.4.2 Organisational Culture 

Each observed variable and the organisational culture construct was evaluated for 

internal consistency. The results in Table 5 indicate a high level of internal consistency 

for each observed variable and the overall construct (α > .80). The questions for 

organisational culture were adapted from Sarros et al. (2005) whose Cronbach’s alpha 

ranged from .66 to .87 indicating consistency in reliability with the results presented in 

Table 5 and Sarros et al. (2005). 
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Table 5 

Cronbach's Alpha: Organisational Culture 

  Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items 

Number of 
Items 

Organisational Culture 0.94 0.94 20 
Competitiveness 0.84 0.84 4 

Supportiveness 0.90 0.90 4 

Emphasis on rewards 0.89 0.89 4 

Performance 
Orientation 

0.82 0.82 4 

Stability 0.84 0.84 4 

5.4.3 Employee Engagement 

Each observed variable and the employee engagement construct was evaluated for 

internal consistency. The results in Table 6 indicate a high level of internal consistency 

for each observed variable and the overall construct (α > .80). The questions for 

employee engagement were adapted from May et al. (2004) and Schaufeli et al. (2006). 

Cronbach’s alpha for May et al. (2004) ranged from .71 to .90 while Cronbach’s alpha 

for Schaufeli et al. (2006) ranged from .80 to .90. Therefore, there is consistency in 

reliability with the results presented in Table 6 and both May et al. (2004) and Schaufeli 

et al. (2006).  

Table 6 

Cronbach's Alpha: Employee Engagement 

  
Cronbach's 

Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 
Standardized Items 

Number of 
Items 

Employee 
Engagement 

0.96 0.96 30 

Meaningfulness 0.96 0.96 6 

Psychological Safety 0.82 0.82 3 

Psychological 
Availability 

0.87 0.88 5 

Vigour 0.89 0.89 5 

Dedication 0.92 0.92 5 

Absorption 0.88 0.88 6 

5.5 Validity 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to confirm the construct validity of the 

measurement instrument by assessing model fit. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) by 
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means of the correlation matrix, KMO measure of sampling adequacy and the Bartlett 

test for sphericity was conducted to validate the relationships between the variables 

observed.  

5.5.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Table 7 

Model Fit Indices: Organisational Culture and Employee Engagement 

Construct SRMR Chi-square Probability CFI RMSEA 

Organisational Culture .078 .000 .875 .104 
Competitiveness .023 .222 .994 .070 

Supportiveness .010 .669 1.000 .000 

Emphasis on rewards .028 .020 .975 .168 

Performance Orientation .036 .070 .977 .127 

Stability .048 .001 .928 .244 

  
    

Employee Engagement .076 .000 .886 .090 

Meaningfulness .018 .028 .987 .102 

Psychological Safety .000 - 1.000 .626 

Psychological Availability .027 .228 .993 .061 

Vigour .095 .000 .905 .260 

Dedication .046 .000 .936 .229 

Absorption .054 .000 .921 .167 

Note. Variables that passed the respective tests are indicated in boldface. 

Table 7 details the model fit indices for each observed variable as well as the constructs 

of organisational culture and employee engagement in its entirety. An SRMR value of 

less than .08 is indicative of a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The vigour variable (SRMR 

= .095), organisational culture construct (SRMR = .078) and employee engagement 

construct (SRMR = .076) failed the SRMR test for fit. A Chi-square probability value of 

greater than .05 indicates statistical significance (Hair et al., 2010). Only the 

competitiveness (χ2 = .222), supportiveness (χ2 = .669), performance orientation (χ2 = 

.070) and psychological availability (χ2 = .228) variables passed the Chi-square test for 

statistical significance. A CFI value of greater than .90 indicates a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 

1999). All variables passed the CFI test for good fit (CFI > .90). A RMSEA value of less 

than .06 is indicative of a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Only the supportiveness variable 

(RMSEA = .000) passed the RMSEA test for fit. 

To determine the correlation of each variables contribution to the factor, the factor 

loadings between each observed variable (factor) and its underlying questions and the 

organisational culture and employee engagement constructs were evaluated. Factor 
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loadings of greater than .50 are considered significant (Hair et al., 2010). Appendix C: 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings details the factor loadings of each 

observed variable as well as the overall organisational culture and employee 

engagement constructs. The organisational culture construct, as well as each observed 

variable showed a significant level of factor loadings. The factor loadings for employee 

engagement are adequate, however there were three loadings of less than .50 between 

vigour and one of its questions and between absorption and psychological safety and 

absorption and psychological availability.  

Overall, the CFA confirms this model is not an adequate fit. Schmitt (2011) suggests EFA 

may also be used to assess factor loadings, especially when the CFA model is ill-fitting. 

5.5.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

An examination of the correlation matrix of the organisational culture and employee 

engagement observed variables revealed a correlation of at least .30 on all the observed 

variables (refer to Appendix C: Exploratory Factor Analysis: Correlation Matrices). This 

is the first confirmation that factor analysis is appropriate.  

The results of the KMO measure of sampling adequacy and the Bartlett’s test for 

sphericity are displayed in Table 8 and Table 9 for organisational culture and employee 

engagement, respectively.  

Table 8  

KMO and Bartlett's Results: Organisational Culture 

  
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

  
 

Approx. Chi-
Square 

df *Sig. 

Organisational Culture .89 1485.88 190.00 .000 
Competitiveness .79 162.03 6.00 .000 

Supportiveness .82 256.95 6.00 .000 

Emphasis on rewards .80 234.76 6.00 .000 

Performance Orientation .77 149.74 6.00 .000 

Stability .72 177.63 6.00 .000 

Note. 0.80 ≤ KMO ≤ 0.89 is Meritorious, 0.70 ≤ KMO ≤ 0.79 is Middling (Beavers et al., 2013). 

 *Significance at a 95% confidence level. 
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A KMO value that is greater than .50 indicates the model can proceed to factor analysis. 

The middling KMO values for competitiveness (KMO = .79), performance orientation 

(KMO = .77) and stability (KMO = .72) and meritorious KMO values for supportiveness 

(KMO = .82) and emphasis on rewards (KMO = .80) meet the criteria for factor analysis 

(Beavers et al., 2013). The overall KMO value of the organisational culture construct is 

.89. The Bartlett test for sphericity shows a Sig. value (p-value) of .000. The correlations 

observed in the correlation matrix are statistically significant (Sig. < .05). The results for 

the KMO and Bartlett’s test indicated the variables that measure organisational culture 

could continue to factor analysis.  

Table 9 

KMO and Bartlett's Results: Employee Engagement 

  Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

  
 

Approx. Chi-
Square 

df *Sig. 

Employee Engagement .91 2952.32 435.00 .000 
Meaningfulness .92 721.75 15.00 .000 

Psychological Safety .68 122.43 3.00 .000 

Psychological Availability .85 270.47 10.00 .000 

Vigour .80 368.24 10.00 .000 

Dedication .82 425.37 10.00 .000 

Absorption .83 332.78 15.00 .000 

Note. 0.90 ≤ KMO ≤ 1.00 is Marvellous, 0.80 ≤ KMO ≤ 0.89 is Meritorious, 0.60 ≤ KMO ≤ 0.69 is Mediocre 

(Beavers et al., 2013). 

*Significance at a 95% confidence level. 

The mediocre KMO value for psychological safety (KMO = .68), the marvellous KMO 

value for meaningfulness (KMO = .92) and the meritorious KMO values for psychological 

availability (KMO = .85), vigour (KMO = .80), dedication (KMO = .82) and absorption 

(KMO = .83) meet the criteria for factor analysis (Beavers et al., 2013). The overall KMO 

value of the employee engagement construct is .91. The Bartlett test for sphericity shows 

a Sig. value (p-value) of .000. The correlations observed in the correlation matrix are 

statistically significant (Sig. < .05). The results for the KMO and Bartlett’s test indicated 

the variables that measure employee engagement could continue to factor analysis. 

The total variance explained details the cumulative percentage variance explained by a 

certain number of components and is based on the principal component extraction 

method. At least one component should be significant (eigenvalue > 1) (Hair et al., 2010) 
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for it to be extracted. At least one component was extracted and contributed significantly 

to the observed variables of organisational culture and employee engagement, see 

Appendix C: Exploratory Factor Analysis: Total Variance Explained.  

Table 10 details the total variance explained for the organisational culture construct. Four 

components were extracted based on an eigenvalue > 1 that contributed to 70.69% of 

the variance.  

Table 10 

Total Variance Explained: Organisational Culture 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of 
Squared Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Total %  

of 
Varian

ce 

Cumula
tive % 

Total %  

of 
Varianc

e 

Cumulati
ve % 

Total %  

of 
Varianc

e 

Cumulati
ve % 

1 9.73 48.65 48.66 9.73 48.66 48.66 4.78 23.88 23.88 
2 2.18 10.89 59.54 2.18 10.89 59.54 4.05 20.26 44.13 

3 1.18 5.92 65.46 1.19 5.92 65.46 3.13 15.66 59.80 

4 1.05 5.23 70.69 1.05 5.23 70.69 2.18 10.89 70.69 

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Table 11 

Rotated Component Matrix: Organisational Culture 

Rotated Component Matrixa 

  
Component 

1 2 3 4 

Comp1 

 

.769 

  

Comp2 
 

.680 
  

Comp3 
 

.623 
  

Comp4 
 

.719 
  

Support1 .681 
   

Support2 .737 
   

Support3 .790 
   

Support4 .688 
   

EOR1 .667 
   

EOR2 .517 
  

.551 

EOR3 
   

.839 

EOR4 .644 
  

.560 
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PO1 
 

.730 
  

PO2 .634 .509 
  

PO3 
 

.744 
  

PO4 .622 
   

Stabi1 
  

.742 
 

Stabi2 
  

.735 
 

Stabi3 
  

.770 
 

Stabi4 
  

.707 
 

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
aRotation converged in 7 iterations. 

Loadings of above .50 are considered acceptable, with loadings of .70 or greater 

generally considered strong (Beavers et al., 2013; Hair et al., 2010). The component 

loadings for the observed variables of organisational culture are detailed in Table 11. 

Four components were extracted. Component 3 loaded on the stability observed variable 

with loadings of greater than .70. Cross-loadings were observed on Component 2 which 

loaded on both competitiveness and performance orientation. Cross-loadings were also 

observed on Component 1 which loaded on both supportiveness and emphasis on 

rewards. Where one question loaded on two components, as in EOR4, the largest 

loading will be recognised. Therefore, EOR4 will load on component one. 

The cross-loadings between competitiveness and performance orientation and 

supportiveness and emphasis on rewards can be explained by the original study that 

developed these constructs. Sarros et al. (2005) observed the highest correlations 

between competitiveness and performance orientation (.76) and supportiveness and 

emphasis on rewards (.80) when analysing the correlations between the observed 

variables of the organisational culture profile. 

The face validity of the organisational culture observed variables is fair, with each 

variable generally loading on one component and all loadings with values greater than 

.50. Additionally, in assessing the total variance explained for each individual variable, 

only one component was extracted per variable (refer to Appendix C: Exploratory Factor 

Analysis: Total Variance Explained). 

Table 12 details the total variance explained for the employee engagement construct. 

Five components were extracted based on an eigenvalue > 1 that contributed to 73.82% 

of the variance.  
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Table 12  

Total Variance Explained: Employee Engagement 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of  

Squared Loadings 

Rotation Sums of  

Squared Loadings 

Total % of 
Varia
nce 

Cumul
ative % 

Total % of 
Varianc

e 

Cumul
ative 

% 

Total % of 
Varia
nce 

Cumulati
ve % 

1 14.98 49.92 49.92 14.98 49.92 49.92 8.31 27.71 27.71 
2 2.38 7.95 57.87 2.384 7.95 57.87 3.72 12.40 40.11 

3 2.07 6.88 64.75 2.065 6.88 64.75 3.71 12.35 52.46 

4 1.42 4.74 69.49 1.422 4.74 69.49 3.53 11.78 64.24 

5 1.30 4.33 73.82 1.299 4.33 73.82 2.88 9.58 73.82 

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Table 13 

Rotated Component Matrix: Employee Engagement 

Rotated Component Matrixa 

  
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

Mean1 0.827 

    

Mean2 0.831 
    

Mean3 0.834 
    

Mean4 0.866 
    

Mean5 0.893 
    

Mean6 0.781 
    

Psyc_saf1 
    

0.741 

Psyc_saf2 
    

0.815 

Psyc_saf3 
    

0.760 

Psyc_avail1 
  

0.770 
  

Psyc_avail2 
  

0.833 
  

Psyc_avail3 
  

0.766 
  

Psyc_avail4 
  

0.507 
  

Psyc_avail5 
  

0.779 
  

Vig1 0.590 
  

0.512 
 

Vig2 0.512 
    

Vig3 
   

0.580 
 

Vig4 
   

0.773 
 

Vig5 
   

0.714 
 

Dedic1 0.658 
    

Dedic2 0.691 
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Dedic3 0.789 
    

Dedic4 0.632 
    

Dedic5 0.591 
    

Absorp1 
 

0.659 
   

Absorp2 
 

0.659 
   

Absorp3 
   

0.574 
 

Absorp4 
 

0.640 
   

Absorp5 
 

0.844 
   

Absorp6 
 

0.868 
   

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
aRotation converged in 7 iterations. 

The component loadings for the observed variables of employee engagement are 

detailed in Table 13. Five components were extracted. Component 3 loaded onto 

psychological availability, Component 5 loaded onto psychological safety, Component 4 

loaded onto vigour and Component 2 loaded onto absorption. Component 1 cross-

loaded onto both meaningfulness and dedication suggesting these variables may be 

grouped together. Since these observed variables did not originate from the same study, 

their correlations could not be observed. However, their association may be explained 

through the theoretical foundation of social exchange theory on which employee 

engagement is explained. Social exchange theory explains the interdependence of 

relationships through the adherence of rules of exchange. When these rules are adhered 

to, employees will show increased dedication and commitment (Saks, 2006). In turn, 

Kahn’s (1990) definition of meaningfulness explains a feeling of a return on investment. 

According to social exchange theory, when an employee perceives a return of 

investment, they will show increased dedication. Therefore, there is a relationship 

between meaningfulness and dedication. Despite the relationship between these 

variables, because they originate from different theoretical bases, and constructs, they 

will be measured separately.  

The face validity of the employee engagement observed variables is fair, with each 

variable generally loading on one component and all loadings with values greater than 

.50. Additionally, in assessing the total variance explained for each individual variable, 

only one component was extracted per variable (refer to Appendix C: Exploratory Factor 

Analysis: Total Variance Explained). 

In summary, the correlations between the variables are all greater than .30, the KMO 

values are greater than .50 and the Bartlett’s test showed statistical significance, 

therefore, the results from exploratory factor analysis indicate the model is appropriate 
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for factor analysis. Additionally, none of the variables being measured will need to be 

removed from the analysis. 

Since the EFA analysis passed the correlation, KMO and Bartlett’s test and the face 

validity of the factor loadings were acceptable, this model is considered valid and will 

proceed to statistical testing. 

5.6 Descriptive Statistics 

This section describes the descriptive statistics of the organisational culture and 

employee engagement construct’s observed variables. An average score is calculated 

for each observed variable by calculating the average of the responses to questions in 

that variable. Because data was imputed for item nonresponses, no responses were 

excluded from the descriptive statistics analyses. Therefore, the sample size, N, is 104 

which is consistent with the sample size concluded in section 5.2. The frequency count 

of each average response is depicted on histograms. The numeric and percentage 

distribution of each response to the questions for each observed variable is detailed in 

Appendix C: Descriptive Statistics: Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution. 

5.6.1 Organisational Culture 

The questions that constituted the organisational culture construct were measured on a 

5-point Likert scale ranging in value from 0 to 4. Therefore, the maximum possible 

average score is 4, while the minimum possible average score is 0.  

5.6.1.1 Competitiveness 

Table 14 details the descriptive statistics of the competitiveness observed variable. The 

questions that measured competitiveness sought to determine the level of 

competitiveness perceived by an individual in relation to their organisation. The overall 

average score (M = 3.18) of competitiveness indicates respondents believed their 

organisations to be considerably competitive.  
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Table 14 

Descriptive Statistics: Competitiveness 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Q43: To what extent is 
your organisation oriented 
towards achievement? 

104 0.00 4.00 3.26 0.90 

Q44: To what extent does 
your organisation have an 
emphasis on quality? 

104 1.00 4.00 3.24 0.86 

Q45: To what extent is 
your organisation 
considered being distinct 
– i.e. being different from 
others? 

104 1.00 4.00 2.98 0.93 

Q46: To what extent is 
your organisation 
considered competitive? 

104 0.00 4.00 3.23 0.96 

Competitiveness Score 104 0.50 4.00 3.18 0.75 

Figure 7 depicts the histogram of the competitiveness observed variable. The histogram 

shows a negatively-skewed, unimodal shape. Therefore, more than half of the sample 

(61 out of 104) individuals perceived their organisations to be considerably to very much 

competitive. Since the median is the most appropriate central measure in skewed 

distributions (Wegner, 2016), the median (Mdn = 3.50) confirms this. 

 

Figure 7. Competitiveness histogram. 

Mean = 3.18 
Std. Dev = 0.75 
N = 104 
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5.6.1.2 Supportiveness 

Table 15 details the descriptive statistics of the supportiveness observed variable. The 

questions that measured supportiveness sought to determine the degree to which an 

individual perceived their organisation to be collaborative and people-oriented. The 

overall average score (M = 2.61) of supportiveness indicates respondents believed their 

organisations to be between moderately to considerably supportive. 

Table 15 

Descriptive Statistics: Supportiveness 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q47: To what extent is your 
organisation considered team-
oriented? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.83 1.04 

Q48: To what extent does your 
organisation share information 
freely? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.34 1.00 

Q49: To what extent is your 
organisation considered people-
oriented? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.71 1.08 

Q50: To what extent does your 
organisation display 
collaboration? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.57 1.05 

Supportiveness Score 104 0.00 4.00 2.61 0.91 

Figure 8 depicts the histogram of the supportiveness observed variable. The histogram 

shows a slightly negatively-skewed, unimodal shape. The standard deviation (SD = 0.91) 

confirms the data is dispersed around the mean.  

 

Figure 8. Supportiveness histogram. 

Mean = 2.61 
Std. Dev = 0.91 
N = 104 
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5.6.1.3 Emphasis on Rewards 

Table 16 details the descriptive statistics of the emphasis on rewards observed variable. 

The questions that measured emphasis on rewards sought to determine whether an 

individual perceived their organisation to be focussed on rewards, both from a monetary 

and developmental perspective. The overall average score (M = 2.35) of emphasis on 

rewards indicates respondents believed their organisations to be between moderately to 

considerably focussed on rewards. This is confirmed by the mode of 3 and the median 

of 2.5.  

Table 16 

Descriptive Statistics: Emphasis on Rewards 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q51: To what extent is your 
organisation considered fair? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.37 1.05 

Q52: To what extent does your 
organisation display opportunities 
for professional growth? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.37 1.09 

Q53: To what extent does your 
organisation display high pay for 
good performance? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.32 1.16 

Q54: To what extent does your 
organisation display praise for 
good performance? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.37 1.17 

Emphasis on Rewards Score 104 0.00 4.00 2.35 0.97 

The histogram in Figure 9 indicates a bi-modal distribution. Despite a high mode, the 

majority of responses (58 out of 104) fall below the median value (Mdn = 2.5) deflating 

the mean. Distributions that are bi-modal indicate the sample is not homogenous. Ideally, 

samples like this should be separated into sub-samples, based on some factor that 

influences the data (Wegner, 2016). However, the tests for difference explained in 

section 5.8 indicate no statistically significant difference in means, therefore the sample 

will not be sub-divided for further statistical tests. 
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Figure 9. Emphasis on rewards histogram. 

5.6.1.4 Performance Orientation 

Table 17 details the descriptive statistics of the performance orientation observed 

variable. The questions that measured performance orientation sought to determine the 

level with which an individual perceived their organisation to be orientated toward 

performance, both from a job and organisational perspective. The overall average score 

(M = 2.87) of performance orientation indicates respondents believed their organisations 

to be considerably focussed on performance. This is confirmed by the mode of 3 and the 

median of 3.  

Table 17 

Descriptive Statistics: Performance Orientation 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Q55: To what extent does your 
organisation have high 
expectations for performance? 

104 0.00 4.00 3.23 0.84 

Q56: To what extent does your 
organisation display enthusiasm 
for the job? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.65 0.93 

Q57: To what extent does your 
organisation emphasise being 
results oriented? 

104 0.00 4.00 3.16 0.96 

Q58: To what extent does your 
organisation display being highly 
organised? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.45 1.09 

Performance Orientation Score 104 0.00 4.00 2.87 0.77 

Mean = 2.35 
Std. Dev = 0.97 
N = 104 
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The histogram in Figure 10 depicts a negatively skewed distribution, with the majority of 

average responses falling to the right of the mean. 

 

Figure 10. Performance orientation histogram. 

5.6.1.5 Stability 

Table 18 details the descriptive statistics of the stability observed variable. The questions 

that measured stability sought to determine the degree of stability perceived by an 

individual of their organisation, from an employment and conflict perspective. The 

average overall score (M = 2.47) of stability indicates respondents believed their 

organisations to be moderately to considerably stable.  

Table 18 

Descriptive Statistics: Stability 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q59: To what extent does your 
organisation display stability? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.65 1.07 

Q60: To what extent does your 
organisation display being calm? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.52 0.99 

Q61: To what extent does your 
organisation indicate security for 
employment? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.54 1.04 

Q62: To what extent does your 
organisation display low conflict? 

104 0.00 4.00 2.16 1.02 

Stability Score 104 0.00 4.00 2.47 0.85 

 

Mean = 2.87 
Std. Dev = 0.77 
N = 104 
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The histogram in Figure 11 shows a somewhat symmetrical distribution, with a slight 

negative skew. This is confirmed by the median of 2.5 which is close to the M = 2.47. 

However, the mode of 2.75 confirms the negative skewness displayed in the histogram. 

 

Figure 11. Stability histogram. 

5.6.2 Employee Engagement 

The questions that constituted the employee engagement construct were measured on 

a 7-point Likert scale ranging in value from 0 to 6. Therefore, the maximum possible 

average score is 6, while the minimum possible average score is 0.  

5.6.2.1 Meaningfulness 

Table 19 details the descriptive statistics of the meaningfulness observed variable. The 

questions that measured meaningfulness sought to determine the degree of meaning 

and value an individual perceived toward their work and job. The overall average score 

(M = 4.36) of meaningfulness indicates respondents believed their work and jobs were 

often to very often meaningful.  

In analysing the histogram in Figure 12, the distribution is multi-modal in nature, with 

three peaks. The standard deviation is high (SD = 1.19), with a mode of 6 and Mdn = 

4.3. All these values confirm the distribution of the histogram, as well as the high 

dispersion around the mean. The tests for difference explained in section 5.8 indicate no 

statistically significant difference in means, therefore the sample will not be sub-divided 

for further statistical tests, despite its multi modal nature. 

 

Mean = 2.47 
Std. Dev = 0.85 
N = 104 
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Table 19: 

Descriptive Statistics: Meaningfulness 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q63: The work I do on this job is 
very important to me 

104 0.00 6.00 4.53 1.29 

Q64: My job activities are 
personally meaningful to me 

104 0.00 6.00 4.15 1.40 

Q65: The work I do on this job is 
worthwhile 

104 1.00 6.00 4.41 1.23 

Q66: My job activities are 
significant to me 

104 0.00 6.00 4.21 1.29 

Q67: The work I do on this job is 
meaningful to me 

104 0.00 6.00 4.23 1.37 

Q68: I feel that the work I do on 
my job is valuable 

104 1.00 6.00 4.61 1.18 

Meaningfulness Score 104 0.33 6.00 4.36 1.19 

 

 

Figure 12. Meaningfulness histogram. 

5.6.2.2 Psychological Safety 

Table 20 details the descriptive statistics of the psychological safety observed variable. 

The questions that measured psychological safety sought to determine whether an 

individual felt safe at work. The overall average score (M = 4.36) of psychological safety 

indicates respondents believed they were often to very often safe to express themselves 

in their work environment. 

 

Mean = 4.36 
Std. Dev = 1.19 
N = 104 
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Table 20 

Descriptive Statistics: Psychological Safety 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Q69: I’m not afraid to be myself 
at work 

104 0.00 6.00 4.43 1.44 

Q70: I am not afraid to express 
my opinions at work 

104 1.00 6.00 4.35 1.35 

Q71: There is a safe environment 
at work 

104 1.00 6.00 4.29 1.34 

Psychological Safety Score 104 0.67 6.00 4.36 1.18 

The histogram in Figure 13 illustrates a dispersed distribution. This is confirmed by the 

high standard deviation (SD = 1.13). Other central location measures (Mdn = 4.33) and 

mode = 4.33, are values close to the mean (M = 4.36), which could indicate a normal 

distribution, where the mean, median and the mode are equal (Wegner, 2016). However, 

the histogram shows a long tail to the left, indicating the value of the mean is deflated by 

the relatively large number of smaller average responses (40 respondents’ average 

scores were less than the median). 

 

Figure 13. Psychological safety histogram. 

5.6.2.3 Psychological Availability 

Table 21 details the descriptive statistics of the psychological availability observed 

variable. The questions that measured psychological availability sought to determine 

whether an individual felt they could handle the demands of work. The overall average 

Mean = 4.36 
Std. Dev = 1.18 
N = 104 
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score (M = 4.84) of psychological availability indicates respondents believed they were 

often to very often psychologically available to meet the demands they were faced with 

at work.  

Table 21 

Descriptive Statistics: Psychological Availability 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q72: I am confident in my ability 
to handle 
competing demands at work 

104 2.00 6.00 4.86 0.91 

Q73: I am confident in my ability 
to deal with 
problems that come up at work 

104 1.00 6.00 4.88 1.02 

Q74: I am confident in my ability 
to think clearly 
at work. 

104 0.00 6.00 4.92 0.99 

Q75: I am confident in my ability 
to display the 
appropriate emotions at work 

104 1.00 6.00 4.53 1.16 

Q76: I am confident that I can 
handle the 
physical demands at work 

104 0.00 6.00 5.00 1.00 

Psychological Availability Score 104 0.80 6.00 4.84 0.83 

Figure 14 depicts the histogram of the psychological availability observed variable. The 

distribution is negatively skewed with very few small average responses. This is 

confirmed by the mode of 5 and the median of 5, which are greater than (M = 4.84). 

 

Figure 14. Psychological availability histogram. 

Mean = 4.84 
Std. Dev = 0.83 
N = 104 
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5.6.2.4 Vigour 

Table 22 details the descriptive statistics of the vigour observed variable. The questions 

that measured vigour sought to determine whether an individual felt energised about 

work and could persevere in difficult times. The overall average score (M = 4.18) of vigour 

indicates respondents believed they were often to very often energised about their work. 

Table 22 

Descriptive Statistics: Vigour 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q77: At my work, I feel bursting 
with energy 

104 0.00 6.00 3.81 1.17 

Q78: At my job, I feel strong and 
vigorous 

104 0.00 6.00 3.97 1.23 

Q79: When I get up in the 
morning, I feel like going to work 

104 0.00 6.00 3.63 1.44 

Q80: At my job, I am very 
resilient, mentally 

104 2.00 6.00 4.61 1.01 

Q81: At my work, I always 
persevere, even when things do 
not go well 

104 1.00 6.00 4.86 1.12 

Vigour Score 104 0.60 6.00 4.18 1.00 

The histogram in Figure 15 shows a normal distribution of data. This is confirmed by the 

mode of 4 and the median of 4.2 although the standard deviation (SD = 1) indicates the 

data is dispersed around the mean. 

 

Figure 15. Vigour histogram. 

Mean = 4.18 
Std. Dev = 1.00 
N = 104 
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5.6.2.5 Dedication 

Table 23 details the descriptive statistics of the dedication observed variable. The 

questions that measured dedication sought to determine the level of dedication an 

individual had given to their job. The overall average score (M = 4.29) of dedication 

indicates respondents believed they were often to very often dedicated to their work. 

The histogram in Figure 16 shows a negatively skewed bi-modal distribution. The bi-

modal shape is supported by the mode of 6, which introduces the second peak to the 

histogram, despite a median of 4.2. 

Table 23 

Descriptive Statistics: Dedication 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q82: I find the work that I do full 
of meaning and purpose 

104 2.00 6.00 4.28 1.18 

Q83: I am enthusiastic about my 
job 

104 0.00 6.00 4.25 1.44 

Q84: My job inspires me 104 0.00 6.00 4.08 1.43 

Q85: I am proud of the work that I 
do 

104 0.00 6.00 4.60 1.26 

Q86: To me, my job is 
challenging 

104 0.00 6.00 4.22 1.57 

Dedication Score 104 0.40 6.00 4.29 1.20 

 

 

Figure 16. Dedication histogram. 

Mean = 4.29 
Std. Dev = 1.20 
N = 104 
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5.6.2.6 Absorption 

Table 24 details the descriptive statistics of the absorption observed variable. The 

questions that measured absorption sought to determine the degree with which an 

individual becomes immersed in their job. The overall average score (M = 3.92) of 

absorption indicates respondents believed they were sometimes absorbed in their work. 

The negatively skewed distribution in Figure 17 is supported by the mode of 3.83 and 

the median of 3.83, with the majority of responses falling below the median, deflating the 

mean. 

Table 24 

Descriptive Statistics: Absorption 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Q87: Time flies when I am 
working 

104 0.00 6.00 4.39 1.35 

Q88: When I am working, I forget 
everything else around me 

104 0.00 6.00 3.76 1.38 

Q89: I feel happy when I am 
working intensely 

104 1.00 6.00 4.56 1.23 

Q90: I am immersed in my work 104 1.00 6.00 4.10 1.30 

Q91: I get carried away when I 
am working 

104 0.00 6.00 3.75 1.43 

Q92: It is difficult to detach myself 
from my job 

104 0.00 6.00 2.97 1.63 

Absorption Score 104 0.33 6.00 3.92 1.10 

 

 

Figure 17. Absorption histogram. 

Mean = 3.92 
Std. Dev = 1.10 
N = 104 
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5.7 Affect Misattribution Procedure Score 

To determine the bias of respondents, an Affect Misattribution Procedure Score (AMPS) 

is calculated. The AMP score measured respondents’ attitudes toward the prime images 

by subtracting the fraction of pleasant responses in questions that made use of pleasant 

primes from the fraction of pleasant responses in questions that made use of unpleasant 

primes (Cooley, Payne, & Phillips, 2014), as indicated by Equation 1. 

𝐴𝑀𝑃𝑆 = 𝑃𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑛𝑡_𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑝_𝑃𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑛𝑡_𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑠 − 𝑃𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑛𝑡_𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑝_𝑈𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑛𝑡_𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑠 

Equation 1. AMPS Score 

The priming affect was not effective in inducing bias to the sample. Figure 18 depicts the 

proportion of pleasant responses to pleasant images (53%) and the proportion of 

pleasant responses to unpleasant images (62%), resulting in an AMP score of negative 

0.09. This indicates 62% of individuals responded in a prime inconsistent manner by 

responding to a prime image as pleasant following an unpleasant prime, rather than 

pleasant following a pleasant prime.  

 

Figure 18. Proportion of pleasant responses with respect to prime images. 

The effect of the prime was evaluated by making use of Cohen’s effect size. The 

methodology employed by Payne et al. (2005) was used to calculate the effect size by 

subtracting the fraction of pleasant responses in questions that made use of pleasant 

primes from the fraction of pleasant responses in questions that made use of unpleasant 

primes and dividing this by the pooled standard deviation. This resulted in an effect size 

of -0.24 which indicates no effect. This is consistent with the AMP score result. In 

separating the samples into prime consistent and prime inconsistent groups, the Cohen’s 
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effect size was calculated as 0.54 for the prime consistent group and -0.14 for the prime 

inconsistent group.  

5.8 Tests for Differences 

Tests for differences in sample means were conducted to confirm whether there were 

any statistically significant differences in the AMP score, organisational culture score or 

employee engagement score in the categories of gender, age, industry, job level or 

length of service. The organisational culture and employee engagement scores were 

calculated by taking an average of the average observed variable scores. 

To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in means by gender, 

an independent samples t-test was conducted. Levene’s test to determine whether 

homogeneity of variances existed was conducted. The results revealed no statistical 

significance across all three variables (p > 0.05). Therefore, homogeneity of variances 

existed, and equal variances were assumed. The results of the t-test revealed no 

difference between the means of males and females for AMP score, organisational 

culture or employee engagement that were statistically significant (refer to Appendix C: 

Tests for Differences). 

To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in means by age, 

industry, job level and length of service, ANOVA tests were conducted. The results of 

each ANOVA test revealed no differences in means in each of the categories for AMP 

score, organisational culture or employee engagement that were statistically significant 

(refer to Appendix C: Tests for Differences). 

Therefore, the tests for differences confirm the samples have been extracted from the 

same population (Wegner, 2016). 

5.9 Statistical Hypotheses Results 

Spearman’s correlation tests were conducted to determine the relationship between 

unconscious bias and the organisational culture construct and unconscious bias and the 

employee engagement construct as well as the relationship between unconscious bias 

and each of the observed variables of organisational culture and employee engagement. 

Because this study focussed on unconscious bias, individuals that exhibited bias 

(individuals that responded in a prime-consistent manner) were isolated from the sample 

for the purposes of the statistical hypotheses testing. This translated into a sample (n) of 
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56. The mean scores of the constructs and observed variables for this reduced sample 

is detailed in Table 25 and Table 26. 

Table 25 

Organisational Culture Mean Scores: Reduced Sample 

Construct/Observed Variable Mean Score 

Competitiveness 3.17 
Supportiveness 2.58 
Emphasis on rewards 2.30 
Performance Orientation 2.89 
Stability 2.38 
Organisational culture 2.67 

 

Table 26 

Employee Engagement Mean Scores: Reduced Sample 

Construct/Observed Variable Mean Score 

Meaningfulness 4.36 
Psychological safety 4.36 
Psychological availability 4.77 
Vigour 4.20 
Dedication 4.22 
Absorption 3.76 
Employee engagement 4.28 

The following sections describe the results of the statistical hypotheses tests. 

5.9.1 Results for the Primary Hypotheses 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and organisational culture. 

H1: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and organisational 

culture. 

Table 27 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Organisational Culture 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score OC 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.089 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.516 
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n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and organisational culture (r < 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

organisational culture. This is supported by the scatter plot in Figure 19. 

 

Figure 19. Scatter plot of organisational culture versus AMP score. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and employee 

engagement. 

H2: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and employee 

engagement. 

Table 28 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Employee Engagement 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score EE 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.076 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.578 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and employee engagement (r < 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

employee engagement. This is supported by the scatter plot in Figure 20. 
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Figure 20. Scatter plot of employee engagement versus AMP score. 

5.9.2 Results for Secondary Hypotheses 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and competitiveness. 

H1a: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

competitiveness. 

Table 29 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Competitiveness 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Comp 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.090 

    Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.510 

    n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and competitiveness (r < 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

competitiveness. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and supportiveness. 

H1b: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

supportiveness. 
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Table 30 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Supportiveness 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Support 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.086 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.529 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and supportiveness (r < 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

supportiveness. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and emphasis on rewards. 

H1c: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and emphasis on 

rewards. 

Table 31 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Emphasis on Rewards 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score EOR 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.028 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.837 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and emphasis on rewards (r < 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

emphasis on rewards. 
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H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and performance 

orientation. 

H1d: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and performance 

orientation. 

Table 32 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Performance Orientation 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score PO 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 .020 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.881 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, positive relationship between 

unconscious bias and performance orientation (r > 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

performance orientation. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and stability. 

H1e: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and stability. 

Table 33 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Stability 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Stability 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.122 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.370 

n 56 56 

 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and stability (r < 0). However, this relationship was not statistically 
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significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in support of the 

null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and stability. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and meaningfulness. 

H2a: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

meaningfulness. 

Table 34 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Meaningfulness 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Meaningfulness 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.086 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.531 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and meaningfulness (r < 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

meaningfulness. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and psychological safety. 

H2b: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and psychological 

safety. 

Table 35 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Psychological Safety 

Correlations 

  
AMP_Score Ps_Saf 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 .014 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.918 

n 56 56 
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Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak, positive relationship between 

unconscious bias and psychological safety (r > 0). However, this relationship was not 

statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

psychological safety. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and psychological 

availability. 

H2c: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and psychological 

availability. 

Table 36 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Psychological Availability 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Ps_Avail 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.039 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.774 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and psychological availability (r < 0). However, this relationship was 

not statistically significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in 

support of the null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and 

psychological availability. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and vigour. 

H2d: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and vigour. 

Table 37 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Vigour 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Vigour 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.005 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.968 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a very weak negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and vigour (r < 0). However, this relationship was not statistically 

significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in support of the 

null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and vigour. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and dedication. 

H2e: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and dedication. 

Table 38 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Dedication 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Dedication 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.027 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.842 

n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and dedication (r < 0). However, this relationship was not statistically 

significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in support of the 

null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and dedication. 

H0: There is no relationship between unconscious bias and absorption. 

H2f: There is a negative relationship between unconscious bias and absorption. 

Table 39 

Correlation Results: Unconscious Bias and Absorption 

Correlations 

  AMP_Score Absorption 

Spearman's 
rho 

AMP_Score Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.179 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
.187 
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n 56 56 

Correlation analysis revealed there was a weak negative relationship between 

unconscious bias and absorption (r < 0). However, this relationship was not statistically 

significant (Sig. > 0.05). This result rejected the alternate hypothesis in support of the 

null hypothesis i.e. there is no relationship between unconscious bias and absorption. 

5.10 Conclusion 

Therefore, based on the correlation analyses, there were no statistically significant 

relationships determined between unconscious bias and organisational culture, or its 

underlying observed variables and unconscious bias and employee engagement, or its 

underlying observed variables. These findings will be discussed further in terms of the 

existing literature in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter seeks to place the findings outlined in Chapter 5 within the context of the 

existing literature outlined in Chapter 2 and under the research propositions outlined in 

Chapter 3. Findings that both support and deviate from the literature will be highlighted 

and reasons for the support or deviation suggested. This reasoning will include potential 

bias that has influenced the findings in such a way as to cause the support or deviation. 

The research interrogated the constructs of unconscious bias, organisational culture and 

employee engagement. The focus of the research was to determine the nature of the 

relationship between these constructs as depicted in the theoretical hypotheses model 

in Figure 1. Prior to delving into the results of the hypotheses testing, a discussion of the 

AMP score results, and its implications for the research will be conducted. 

6.2 Discussion of the AMP Score: A Measure of Bias 

The AMP score is the empirical manner in which to determine the level of bias in the 

sample. Section 5.7 detailed the results of the AMP score calculation. The resultant score 

of the overall sample was -0.09 indicating the larger sample was not biased as the 

fraction of pleasant responses to pleasant primes was less than the fraction of pleasant 

responses to unpleasant primes. This was supported by the calculation of the Cohen’s 

effect size (-0.24) to determine the extent of the priming effect. Effect size is one of the 

considerations in evaluating the likelihood of statistically significant relationships during 

hypotheses testing and whether the relationships observed are important (Hair et al., 

2010). Significant effect sizes can be achieved with larger sample sizes (Hair et al., 

2010). Therefore, the sample size could have contributed to the lack of effect by the 

prime.  

The sample size may have been affected by the length of the questionnaire which 

garnered a completion rate of 60%. This could be due to two interrelated but dependent 

factors – the number of trials and the timing of the prime and target images. A sufficient 

number of trials is required to perform reliable calculations and tests, but too many trials 

may result in individuals becoming bored or tired of the process (Fazio & Olson, 2003). 

Were the timing of the prime and target images adhered, to as in the Payne et al. (2005) 

study, the length of the questionnaire is shortened from a time perspective as individuals 

are forced to answer quickly. The number of trials selected (36) was the same number 
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of trials used by Payne et al. (2005). Therefore, selecting a fewer number of trials, and 

time-basing the responses may have resulted in a larger sample size. 

The AMP score in the larger sample indicate there is a significantly larger proportion of 

individuals that responded in a prime inconsistent manner i.e. responding pleasant to an 

unpleasant image and vice versa. This is not unexpected since the valence of the primes 

can be interpreted in both a consistent and an inconsistent way to different individuals 

(Fazio & Olson, 2003). This raises the question of whether respondents deliberately 

responded in a prime inconsistent way because they were aware of what was expected 

of them. Although indirect measurement mechanisms are used to determine implicit bias, 

there is no assurance that individuals are unaware of their implicit attitudes (Fazio & 

Olson, 2003). To monitor and correct for judgements, individuals need sufficient 

motivation and the ability to correct responses and have an inclination of how they may 

exhibit bias (Payne et al., 2005). Although the warning message in the Payne et al. 

(2005) study did not have any impact on the level of bias displayed in their sample, the 

warning provided in this study’s unconscious bias preamble may have made individuals 

aware of the purpose of the study such that they had sufficient awareness of their bias 

and was motivated to adjust their responses. Ito et al. (2015) suggest controlled 

processes influence outcomes in implicit bias measures.  

These outcomes are influenced by an individual’s executive functioning (Ito et al., 2015). 

Because the sample was drawn from professionals, a large percentage (69.6%) of whom 

comprised individuals in specialist, middle management, senior management and 

executive roles, one may assume these individuals have high cognitive resources to 

control their responses. These conclusions are consistent with the dissociation model 

introduced by Devine (1989) who determined conscious thought can inhibit the activation 

of automatic decision-making, especially when the subject conflicts with an individual’s 

desire of preserving a “nonprejudicial identity” (p. 15), in this case, being perceived as 

someone who is biased. The extent to which individuals go to control their responses 

may even reverse the outcomes (Fazio & Olson, 2003), as in this study where the 

proportion of prime-inconsistent responses was 62%. In this study, in conjunction with 

the non-significant statistical correlations concluded in section 5.9, ignoring the 

motivation of respondents to regulate their responses may lead to incorrect conclusions 

related to the implicit bias measure and its outcomes (Fazio & Olson, 2003). 

The motivation for respondents to adjust their responses highlights the importance of the 

organisational context in which the questionnaire was administered. Context influences 

the outcomes of implicit measures (Fazio & Olson, 2003). How a prime is evaluated may 
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depend on the context in which it is presented (Fazio & Olson, 2003). In this case, the 

context was an organisational one. The bias of self-reports, especially in organisational 

behaviour studies (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002) could have therefore influenced 

the responses of individuals.  

The flexibility of implicit attitudes, and how they can be influenced was discussed by 

Mann and Ferguson (2015). They concluded changing an implicit attitude is only effective 

by removing the initial idea (subtraction) and providing additional information that alters 

the meaning of the original idea (addition). There needs to be an association between 

the initial idea, and the new information such that individuals can utilise cognitive 

resources to make sense of the situation. The warning provided in the preamble can be 

construed as additional information supplied to respondents such that the initial idea was 

subtracted (responding as one ordinarily would) and providing additional information (the 

warning) such that individuals made sense of the new situation and decided to respond 

prime-inconsistently. 

The question of ability to adjust responses brings forth the subject of timing. As 

mentioned previously, one of the limitations of this research is the time during which the 

target images were displayed was dependent upon the respondent progressing to the 

next image. Payne and Lundberg (2014) found when target images were presented for 

longer periods, the priming affect was decreased. Ito et al. (2015) emphasised the 

importance of time constraints in inducing bias as time pressures reduced participants’ 

ability to adjust their responses. Therefore, the methodological limitation described may 

have contributed to the lack of bias displayed in the larger sample. 

6.3 Discussion of Findings Relating to Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis one sought to determine the relationship between unconscious bias and 

organisational culture. Additionally, hypothesis one was sub-divided into secondary 

hypotheses to test the relationship between unconscious bias and the organisational 

culture observed variables of competitiveness, supportiveness, emphasis on rewards, 

performance orientation and stability as defined by Sarros et al. (2005).  

The researcher posited there would be a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and organisational culture. The mean score of 2.67 for the organisational culture 

construct in the reduced sample indicated individuals perceived organisational culture 

as moderately to considerably met. Although there is no definitive link in literature 

between the unconscious bias construct and organisational culture, cohesive groups 

may be prone to intergroup phenomenon such as prejudice and stereotyping (Dasgupta 
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et al., 1999). In other words, strong cultures may be influenced by implicit phenomena 

such as bias and stereotyping. Furthermore, culture may enable individuals to make 

decisions quicker by relieving the cognitive load of having to think about the answers to 

every problem individuals encounter, having to evaluate the myriad of choices faced with 

daily and of choosing the values and norms that influence social and organisational 

existence (Patterson, 2014). Because of the negative consequences of bias and 

stereotyping such as the low number of women in positions of leadership (Joshi et al., 

2015; Klettner et al., 2016; Milkman et al., 2015), performance evaluations (Greenwald 

& Banaji, 1995), peer performance evaluation, (Erez et al., 2015) and racial bias in hiring 

decisions (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004), the researcher hypothesised this relationship 

would be negative.  

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and organisational culture. Consequently, the results are 

contrary to what Dasgupta et al. (1999) and Patterson (2014) asserted. This highlights 

the question as to what constitutes a cohesive group, and how perceptions and beliefs 

may be ascribed to certain groups as this may potentially explain the incongruent 

relationship between unconscious bias and organisational culture. The group to which 

culture belongs is one that has been developed over time and has been translated into 

a pattern of assumptions to which the group prescribes (Schein, 1984). This is also 

reinforced by social exchange theory, where social groups provide individuals with a 

sense of identity that are shared with fellow group members (Hogg, 2009). Additionally, 

a group of individuals is a concept that is separate from a cohesive group (Dasgupta et 

al., 1999). 

The sample on which this study was based was not homogenous and arose from a 

variety of industries and organisations. This could explain the absence of a statistically 

significant relationship between unconscious bias and organisational culture. For 

individuals to exhibit unconscious attitudes, these attitudes must be repeated such that 

it becomes automatic to behave in a certain way (Patterson, 2014; Schein, 1984; 

Schneider et al., 2017; Shimizu et al., 2017). Culture is a mechanism that entrenches 

this behaviour, and for the behaviour to be entrenched, the group must be stable, similar 

and have a history of shared experiences (Schein, 1984). The description of the sample 

evidences the heterogeneity of the group and could thus justify the disparate results 

concluded, both in the primary and secondary hypotheses. 
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6.3.1 Hypothesis 1a: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and competitiveness 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and competitiveness. Therefore, unconscious bias does not 

influence the competitiveness perceived by individuals of their organisations. The mean 

score of 3.17 for the competitiveness variable in the reduced sample indicated individuals 

perceived their organisations to be considerably to very much competitive.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

competitiveness was the negative effects bias had on diversity in organisations (Bertrand 

& Mullainathan, 2004; Joshi et al., 2015; Klettner et al., 2016; Milkman et al., 2015) and 

the direct relationship between diversity and competitiveness (Downey et al., 2015; Hajro 

et al., 2017; Zander et al., 2016). Therefore, because of a lack of diversity, 

competitiveness would be negatively impacted in the presence of bias. Stereotypical 

behaviour is usually experienced by those that are stereotyped against (Duguid & 

Thomas-Hunt, 2015). The reduced sample was predominantly comprised of male 

respondents (57.1%). This representation may explain the lack of a relationship between 

bias and competitiveness. Individuals who are not biased against may not recognise the 

lack of diversity and may not believe it to impact competitiveness. On the other hand, 

Duguid and Thomas-Hunt (2015) suggested calling attention to implicit stereotypes may 

have the opposite effect in that communicating the universal nature of stereotypical 

behaviour becomes an accepted norm, and a stereotype in itself. This could also explain 

the lack of a relationship in the sample as a whole – a lack of diversity due to bias may 

be an accepted norm that has no influence on the competitiveness of organisations. 

6.3.2 Hypothesis 1b: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and supportiveness 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and supportiveness. Therefore, unconscious bias does not 

influence the supportiveness perceived by individuals of their organisations. The mean 

score of 2.58 for the supportiveness variable in the reduced sample indicated individuals 

perceived their organisations to be moderately to considerably supportive.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

supportiveness was the literature concerning inclusive cultures that foster inclusive 

decision-making, collaboration, embracing diverse viewpoints, fair processes and 

procedures and leadership support (Shore et al., 2018). Because unconscious bias has 
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a negative impact on diversity (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Joshi et al., 2015; Klettner 

et al., 2016; Milkman et al., 2015), this would in turn result in a non-inclusive culture or a 

perceived lack of support. Since inclusive cultures are a means to overcome stereotyping 

and discrimination, the absence of a relationship between unconscious bias and 

supportiveness could indicate that respondents were exposed to inclusive cultures, and 

despite the presence of individual bias, do not perceive a lack of supportiveness because 

of this bias. 

6.3.3 Hypothesis 1c: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and emphasis on rewards 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and emphasis on rewards. Therefore, unconscious bias does 

not influence the emphasis on rewards perceived by individuals of their organisations.  

The mean score of 2.30 for the emphasis on rewards variable in the reduced sample 

indicated individuals perceived their organisations to be moderately to considerably 

focussed on rewards.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and an 

emphasis on rewards was the literature concerning the negative consequences of 

diversity and remuneration experienced by women who display success in fields that are 

traditionally male-dominated. These women are subject to poor remuneration and lack 

of further opportunities (Heilman et al., 2004; Lanaj & Hollenbeck, 2015). They also 

experience bias from the halo effect which can have adverse consequences in 

performance evaluations when managers base evaluations on attributes unrelated to 

job-competence (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Organisational cultures that emphasise 

opportunities for growth and development and an adaptable mindset have counteracted 

the gender-based stereotypical threats experienced by women (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016). 

This could explain the lack of relationship between unconscious bias and emphasis on 

rewards in that individuals comprising the sample come from organisations that foster 

such an environment. 

6.3.4 Hypothesis 1d: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and performance orientation 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and performance orientation. Therefore, unconscious bias 

does not influence the performance orientation perceived by individuals of their 

organisations.  The mean score of 2.89 for the performance orientation variable in the 
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reduced sample indicated individuals perceived their organisations to be moderately to 

considerably focussed on performance.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

performance orientation was the relationship between organisational culture and firm 

performance (Chatman et al., 2014; Hitt et al., 2016; Hoskisson et al., 2018; Wernerfelt, 

1984). However, O'Reilly III et al. (2014) did not find any evidence that showed a 

conclusive link between organisational culture and firm performance. They attributed this 

to the multi-dimensional nature of culture that can vary across industries as well as the 

variety of performance outcomes that can measure firm performance. The results of this 

study may be consistent with the findings of O’Reilly III et al. (2014) in that there may be 

no definitive link between culture and performance, especially in a varied sample such 

as this that comprises a multitude of industries. 

6.3.5 Hypothesis 1e: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and stability 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and stability. Therefore, unconscious bias does not influence 

the stability perceived by individuals of their organisations.  The mean score of 2.38 for 

the stability variable in the reduced sample indicated individuals perceived their 

organisations to be moderately to considerably focussed on stability.  

The premise behind hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias 

and stability was the assertions made by Healey et al. (2015). They posited that 

unconscious processing in teams have detrimental effects on the harmony and stability 

of teams. The researcher further posited it would be prudent to extend this theory and 

determine the effect of individuals’ implicit attitudes on culture stability. The discussion 

in section 6.3 may potentially explain the lack of relationship between unconscious bias 

and stability. For there to be discordance due to disparate unconscious attitudes, there 

needs to be stability in conscious processing capabilities supported by the dual-system 

model proposed by Healey et al. (2015). Because stability is induced by strong cultures 

(Schein, 1984) and group similarity, it can be argued the lack of similarity in the group 

may explain the lack of stability and thus the lack of a relationship between unconscious 

bias and stability. 
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6.4 Discussion of Findings Relating to Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis two sought to determine the relationship between unconscious bias and 

employee engagement. Additionally, hypothesis two was sub-divided into secondary 

hypotheses to test the relationship between unconscious bias and the employee 

engagement observed variables of meaningfulness, psychological safety and 

psychological availability as defined by May et al. (2004) and vigour, dedication and 

absorption as defined by Schaufeli et al. (2006).  

The mean score of 4.28 for the employee engagement construct in the reduced sample 

indicated individuals felt often to very often engaged in their organisations. Although 

there is no definitive link in literature between the unconscious bias construct and 

employee engagement, because of the negative impact of unconscious bias on 

stereotyping, diversity and inclusivity (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Joshi et al., 2015; 

Klettner et al., 2016; Milkman et al., 2015), the researcher posited there would be a 

negative relationship. Individuals that perceived inclusive organisational environments 

showed greater engagement (Downey et al., 2015) but individuals that are biased and 

stereotyped against become disengaged (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016). The bias and 

stereotypes that result from implicit attitudes can impact engagement negatively for 

individuals with a preoccupation of being biased against whose cognitive resources may 

be strained (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016; Jacoby-Senghor et al., 2016). Cognitive resources 

are important for engaged individuals (Alagaraja & Shuck, 2015).  

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and employee engagement. The theoretical basis of social 

exchange theory can potentially explain the absence of a relationship between 

unconscious bias and employee engagement. Despite having an unconscious bias, 

employees are still engaged because of the adherence to the rules of exchange and their 

feeling of obligation to repay organisations (Saks, 2006). Therefore, social exchange 

theory may supersede any negative reactions employees may feel because of bias or 

stereotyping. This is further supported by the discussion of hypothesis 1c. Additionally, 

the sample of respondents may not have a preoccupation with being biased and 

stereotyped against which may not impact their engagement as asserted by Hoyt and 

Murphy (2016) and Jacoby-Senghor et al. (2016).  
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6.4.1 Hypothesis 2a: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and meaningfulness 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and meaningfulness. Therefore, unconscious bias does not 

influence the meaningfulness perceived by individuals of their organisations.  The mean 

score of 4.36 for the meaningfulness variable in the reduced sample indicated 

respondents believed their work and jobs were often to very often meaningful.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

meaningfulness was the importance of job-role fit and the influence this has on 

meaningfulness (Saks, 2006) and bias in hiring decisions (Jost et al., 2009). 

Meaningfulness may be negatively impacted when managers are biased during hiring 

decisions and hire individuals who are not fit for the role. The absence of a relationship 

between unconscious bias and meaningfulness could again be explained by social 

exchange theory since Kahn’s (1990) definition of meaningfulness incorporates aspects 

of “…a return on investments…” (p. 703). Therefore, it stands to reason that individuals 

who are receiving a return on their investment in their job will experience 

meaningfulness, even in the presence of bias. Additionally, roles that carried weight in 

the organisation and involved meaningful interactions with others also fostered 

meaningfulness (Kahn, 1990). In considering the roles of specialist, middle manager, 

senior manager and executive as roles that carry weight in the organisation, 69.6% of 

the reduced sample occupied these roles. This could also explain the lack of relationship 

between unconscious bias and meaningfulness. 

6.4.2 Hypothesis 2b: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and psychological safety 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and psychological safety. Therefore, unconscious bias does 

not influence the psychological safety perceived by individuals of their organisations.  

The mean score of 4.36 for the psychological safety variable in the reduced sample 

indicated respondents believed they were often to very often safe to express themselves 

in their work environment.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

psychological safety was the negative influence of unconscious bias on diversity 

(Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Joshi et al., 2015; Klettner et al., 2016; Milkman et al., 

2015), and the impact this will have on inclusivity. Organisations that foster inclusive 
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environments encourage individuals to embrace their individuality while still maintaining 

a feeling of belonging. This triggered increased job commitment and job performance by 

employees (Downey et al., 2015; Shore et al., 2018). Inclusive organisations indicated 

to individuals their psychological safety was maintained. Organisations that actively 

participate in diversity practices were perceived to have a trusting organisational climate, 

especially when individuals felt included. Consequently, individuals displayed greater 

employee engagement (Downey et al., 2015). Therefore, the researcher theorised a lack 

of inclusivity due to bias would result in a lesser feeling of psychological safety. Like the 

conclusions of hypothesis 1b, the absence of a relationship between unconscious bias 

and psychological safety could indicate that respondents were exposed to inclusive 

cultures, and despite the presence of individual bias, do not perceive a lack of safety 

because of this bias. Additionally, these individuals may be receiving the necessary 

organisational support (Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rich et al., 2010) and engage in 

relationships that foster support (Rich et al., 2010) which resulted in the perceptions of 

psychological safety. 

6.4.3 Hypothesis 2c: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and psychological availability  

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and psychological availability. Therefore, unconscious bias 

does not influence the psychological availability perceived by individuals of their 

organisations.  The mean score of 4.77 for the psychological availability variable in the 

reduced sample indicated respondents believed they were often to very often 

psychologically available to meet the demands they were faced with at work.  

The premise for hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

psychological availability was the propensity of external work influences to both positively 

and negatively influence individuals’ psychological availability (Kahn, 1990). 

Unconscious bias, and its varied impact on organisations can be considered an external 

work influence that may influence individuals negatively. Again, social exchange theory 

could explain the lack of a relationship between unconscious bias and psychological 

availability in that employees who had sufficient physical, cognitive and emotional 

resources (as supplied through social exchange) displayed a positive relationship to 

psychological availability (Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004) because of their emotional 

commitment to the organisation (Kumar & Pansari, 2015). 
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6.4.4 Hypothesis 2d: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and vigour 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and vigour. Therefore, unconscious bias does not influence 

the vigour perceived by individuals of their organisations.  The mean score of 4.20 for 

the vigour variable in the reduced sample indicated respondents believed they were often 

to very often energised about their work.  

The premise of hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

vigour was the cognitive strain individuals experienced when preoccupied with being 

biased against (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016; Jacoby-Senghor et al., 2016). This would 

negatively impact the feeling of vigour employees experienced. Like the discussion for 

hypothesis 2c, the physical, cognitive and emotional resources (as supplied through 

social exchange) (Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004) may result in individuals’ perseverance 

and energy, despite experiencing setbacks (Schaufeli et al., 2002), such as a perception 

of bias. 

6.4.5 Hypothesis 2e: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and dedication 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and dedication. Therefore, unconscious bias does not 

influence the dedication perceived by individuals of their organisations.   The mean score 

of 4.22 for the dedication variable in the reduced sample indicated respondents believed 

they were often to very often dedicated to their work.  

The rationale and discussion detailed in section 6.4.1 (hypothesis 2a: meaningfulness) 

also holds for the dedication observed variable. Meaningfulness and dedication both 

relate to an individual’s perception of satisfaction from their job (Kahn, 1990; Schaufeli 

et al., 2002). The relation of these variables is also supported by the outcome of the 

employee engagement construct’s exploratory factor analysis and the component cross-

loadings between meaningfulness and dedication.  

6.4.6 Hypothesis 2f: There is a negative relationship between unconscious 

bias and absorption 

The result of the correlation analysis revealed no statistically significant relationship 

between unconscious bias and absorption. Therefore, unconscious bias does not 

influence the absorption perceived by individuals of their organisations.   The mean score 
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of 3.76 for the absorption variable in the reduced sample indicated respondents believed 

they were sometimes to often absorbed in their work.  

The premise of hypothesising a negative relationship between unconscious bias and 

absorption was the disengagement experienced by women who are stereotyped against 

(Hoyt & Murphy, 2016) and the physical, cognitive and emotional withdrawal experienced 

by individuals who are disengaged (Kahn, 1990). The absence of a relationship between 

unconscious bias and absorption may be explained by the presence of cognitive 

engagement in individuals (Shuck et al., 2014). This cognitive engagement may be as a 

result of a combination of social exchange theory and resource theory in that individuals 

become committed to their work because they are provided with the necessary resources 

and thus feel an obligation to do so (Cooper-Thomas et al., 2018; Saks, 2006). 

Additionally, the sample of respondents may not have a preoccupation with being biased 

and stereotyped against which may not impact their engagement (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016; 

Jacoby-Senghor et al., 2016).  

6.5 Conclusion 

The objectives of this research were to determine the relationship between unconscious 

bias and organisational culture and unconscious bias and employee engagement. The 

results from Chapter 5, and the discussion above confirm that the research objectives 

have been met. The hypotheses defined in Chapter 3 were statistically tested through 

correlation analyses and established no statistically significant relationships. Because 

the research sought to determine the influence of unconscious bias on the two constructs 

mentioned, a reduced sample that exhibited bias based on the AMP score calculated, 

was used for correlation analyses. This reduced sample of 56 respondents is less than 

the 84 recommended by Bujang and Baharum (2016) for meaningful statistical analyses. 

Therefore, the sample size may have contributed to the absence of statistically significant 

relationships between the constructs and the observed variables defined in Chapter 3. 

Despite this, the theory base in Chapter 2 was applied to posit potential explanations for 

the results attained. There are limitations to the findings, which will be discussed in the 

next chapter, along with recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

7.1 Introduction 

This study sought to understand the influence of unconscious bias on organisational 

culture and employee engagement, two aspects that are important for organisational 

performance (Alagaraja & Shuck, 2015; Barrick et al., 2015; Chatman et al., 2014; 

Cooper-Thomas et al., 2018; Giorgi et al., 2015; He et al., 2014; Hitt et al., 2016; 

Hoskisson et al., 2018; Kumar & Pansari, 2015; Mackay et al., 2017; Rich et al., 2010; 

Wernerfelt, 1984; Zander et al., 2016; Zhong et al., 2016). 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarise the primary findings of the study presented 

in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. The implications of these findings and recommendations to 

management are discussed. Additionally, limitations of the research study and 

suggestions for future research are put forward. 

7.2 Principal Findings 

The goal of this research study was to determine the influence of unconscious bias on 

individuals’ behaviour (Fazio & Olson, 2003). In the context of this study, that behaviour 

was translated into organisational culture and employee engagement. Despite research 

into implicit thought having its start in the mid-1980s, the literature on this subject is new, 

and concrete conclusions are not forthcoming (Fazio & Olson, 2003). Notwithstanding 

the extensive literature recognised on each construct in isolation, there was no literature 

that related these constructs together. Therefore, the researcher sought to advance the 

body of psychology literature by attempting to understand the relationships between 

unconscious bias and organisational culture and unconscious bias and employee 

engagement. The principal themes discussed will be the measurement methodology of 

bias, the implications of historically strong cultures, the importance of inclusive cultures, 

opportunities for the growth and development of employees in organisations, perceived 

organisational support and the influence of social exchange.  

The AMP score indicated the majority of the sample did not exhibit unconscious bias as 

they responded in a prime-inconsistent manner. The main reason attributed to this 

outcome was the propensity of individuals to control their responses (Devine, 1989; 

Fazio & Olson, 2003; Ito et al., 2015; Payne et al., 2005). The methodology on which this 

research was based implemented the use of a warning message to deter individuals’ 

biased responses (Payne et al., 2005). The researcher has concluded this warning may 

have motivated individuals in this study to adjust their responses. Based on the sample 
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of respondents, this was posited to be due to executive functioning (Devine, 1989; Ito et 

al., 2015). However, there was a subset of individuals that exhibited bias by responding 

prime-consistently. This indicates that despite the warning message, some individuals 

were induced to misattribute their evaluation of the prime image on the target (Payne et 

al., 2005). This subset was used in the statistical tests to determine the correlation 

between constructs. 

Based on the mean scores of the sample, the respondents indicated they were part of 

organisations that exhibited strong cultures. The correlation test between unconscious 

bias and organisational culture revealed no statistically significant relationship. The 

suppositions of Dasgupta et al. (1999) and Patterson (2014) were refuted in that there 

were no conclusive findings to indicate strong cultures are prone to stereotyping and 

bias. This raised the question as to what constitutes a cohesive group or a strong culture. 

Based on the conclusions of Schein (1984) a cohesive group is one that has been 

developed over time. Moreover, social identity theory and social justification theory 

require individuals to have a sense of identity with the group (Hogg, 2009; Jost & Banaji, 

1994). Therefore, the heterogeneity of the sample was proposed as a reason for the 

absence of a relationship between the constructs. This conclusion emphasises the 

importance of group cohesion as a prerequisite for unconscious bias. For individuals to 

exhibit unconscious attitudes, these attitudes must be repeated such that it becomes 

automatic to behave in a certain way (Patterson, 2014; Schein, 1984; Schneider et al., 

2017; Shimizu et al., 2017) and culture is a mechanism that entrenches this automatic 

behaviour. However, this also highlights the negative influence of a strong culture on 

individuals and organisations and supports the conclusions of Antons and Piller (2015), 

Chatman et al. (2014), Dempsey (2015) and Hajro et al. (2017). 

The correlation tests between unconscious bias and the observed variables of 

organisational culture did not reveal any statistically significant relationships. Therefore, 

it was discovered that despite a presence of bias, the competitiveness, supportiveness, 

emphasis on rewards, performance orientation and stability perceived by individuals 

were not negatively affected. Based on the theory discussed in Chapter 2, this may be 

attributed to several reasons. The sample comprised a greater number of male 

participants who may not perceive bias or stereotyping in their organisations (Duguid & 

Thomas-Hunt, 2015). It may also be that individuals belonged to organisations that 

fostered inclusive cultures that were supportive and collaborative (Shore et al., 2018). 

Cultures that emphasised opportunities for the development of all individuals and 

adopted an adaptive mindset have also overcome stereotyping and bias (Hoyt & Murphy, 
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2016). In the context of bias, strong organisational cultures and norms may induce bias 

(Chatman et al., 2014). These findings highlight the importance of not just organisational 

culture, but the type of organisational culture that is fostered in organisations. 

The results of the employee engagement construct indicated respondents exhibited a 

high level of engagement. However, the correlation test between unconscious bias and 

employee engagement showed no statistically significant relationship. The researcher 

concluded this may be explained through social exchange theory in that irrespective of 

the presence of bias, employees will feel an obligation to repay their organisations 

because of the resources they receive in return (Saks, 2006). Therefore, a mechanism 

of social exchange may be useful in engendering employee engagement. This is 

reinforced by the conclusions of Breevaart et al. (2014) who posited motivational 

resources like autonomy and social support (transformational leaders) and rewards 

(transactional leaders) led to greater engagement. 

The correlation tests between unconscious bias and the observed variables of employee 

engagement did not show any statistically significant relationships. This study employed 

two definitions of engagement, that of Kahn (1990) and Schaufeli et al. (2002), to 

measure engagement. In analysing the findings, the researcher found that other 

mechanisms may have overcame the presence of bias to encourage engagement in 

respondents. Inclusive work environments ensured employees felt psychologically safe 

as they were encouraged to embrace their individuality while still maintaining a feeling of 

belonging (Downey et al., 2015; Shore et al., 2018). The support individuals received 

from their managers and peers may have also influenced the level of safety they 

perceived (Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rich et al., 2010). Social exchange may have also 

influenced employees’ level of meaningfulness, psychological availability, vigour, 

dedication and absorption through the physical, cognitive and emotional resources 

employees received (Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004; Saks, 2006).  

Despite the presence of unconscious bias and the negative effects it may have on 

organisations, these findings highlight important conclusions for managers and 

organisations. Unconscious bias exists in all individual and groups, across all races and 

classes (Bohnet, 2016; Jost et al., 2009) and these biases cannot be ignored (Jost et al., 

2009; Kyung et al., 2017). However, the conclusions of this study provide valuable 

mechanisms that managers and organisations can employ to ensure bias can be 

managed. 
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7.3 Implications for Management 

The implications of bias have far-reaching consequences for organisations and 

managers presently seeking differentiating advantages in dynamic and complex 

environments. The findings described in section 7.2 yielded conclusions that 

organisations and managers should take heed of, if they are to compete in these 

environments.  

An inclusive organisational environment that promotes positive cultures and 

psychologically safe environments which foster engagement is paramount. Inclusive 

cultures are important to counteract the negative, subtle discrimination that women and 

minority groups face (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Hoyt & 

Murphy, 2016; Joshi et al., 2015; Klettner et al., 2016; Koenig et al., 2011; Lanaj & 

Hollenbeck, 2015; Milkman et al., 2015). For managers, an inclusive leadership style 

nurtures a culture of inclusivity. Practically, this necessitates ensuring diverse views are 

embraced in decision-making, fairness is adhered to, a culture of collaboration is 

maintained, and individuality is celebrated. Managers that take an active interest in hiring 

and promotion processes may also build an inclusive culture in their organisations (Shore 

et al., 2018). Many organisations have attempted to manage the issue by implementing 

diversity training initiatives but the outcomes of this have been varied (Bezrukov et al., 

2016; Rudman et al., 2001). Furthermore, diversity does not imply inclusivity (Daya, 

2014; Downey et al., 2015; Shore et al., 2018).  

Environments that focus on opportunities for the growth and development (Hoyt & 

Murphy, 2016) of all employees may have counteracted the gender-based stereotypical 

threats of poor remuneration and lack of further opportunities (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; 

Heilman et al., 2004; Lanaj & Hollenbeck, 2015). For managers, focussing on the 

learning and development of employees is essential to encourage psychological 

availability. It also ensures employees have the necessary resources available to them 

to be engaged at work (Cooper-Thomas et al., 2018). Therefore, managers and 

organisations must invest in the growth and development of their employees if they want 

to realise these benefits. 

This study challenges the notion that strong cultures may be consistently good for 

organisations. This indicates to managers that it is not necessarily the strength of culture 

but rather the type of culture that is important. This is specifically pertinent to managers 

as leadership is an important consideration for organisational culture (Giorgi et al., 2015; 

O'Reilly III et al., 2014; Schneider et al., 2017). Managers need to be wary of cultures 
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that promote unethical decision-making in the ultimate pursuit of organisational success 

(Dempsey, 2015). They should focus on building cultures that deter siloed thinking 

(Elsbach & Stigliani, 2018), and promote innovation and adaptability (Anderson et al., 

2014; Chatman et al., 2014). This will ensure that their organisations will be geared to 

undertake explorative opportunities to innovate (Antons & Piller, 2015) and be able to 

react to unstable and dynamic external conditions (Hajro et al., 2017). Strong cultures 

encourage conformity which may induce in-group dominance (Chatman et al., 2014). 

Cultures that promote conformity do not promote inclusive work environments (Shore et 

al., 2018). This further strengthens the argument for a culture that embraces distinction.  

Managers seeking to develop engagement in their employees need to provide the 

necessary support, both from a leadership and organisational perspective (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005; Homans, 1958; Kurtessis et al., 2017; May et al., 2004; Rich et al., 

2010; Schneider et al., 2018). Inclusive cultures are also fostered through leadership 

support (Shore et al., 2018). Managers can develop perceived organisational support by 

becoming involved in human resource practices (Kurtessis et al., 2017) like training, 

incentivised rewards and selective staffing (Zhong et al., 2016). Developing meaningful 

relationships with employees and encouraging purposeful relationships with co-workers 

are also mechanisms through which perceived organisational support can be fostered. 

Because cultural values influenced the relationship between perceived organisational 

support and engagement (Zhong et al., 2016), managers should be wary of applying a 

uniform approach to the support they provide employees, and rather undertake to 

develop distinctive relationships with individuals.  

Social exchange provides a mechanism through which managers can garner 

engagement in organisations, provided the rules of exchange are adhered to. In the 

organisational context, this exchange develops between employees and organisations 

when, through the acceptance of resources, employees will feel obliged to repay 

organisations (Saks, 2006). Therefore, managers need to provide employees with the 

required resources for employees to be engaged. These resources can take many forms 

and include perceived organisational support (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Homans, 

1958; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rich et al., 2010), opportunities for learning and 

development and a sense of vision (Cooper-Thomas et al., 2018), social support and 

self-efficacy (Breevaart et al., 2014; Hakanen et al., 2018), autonomy in tasks and 

rewards (Breevaart et al., 2014) and fairness and honesty (Chughtai et al., 2015).  

The themes discussed above were proposed as interpretations to the findings in Chapter 

5. Therefore, the inferences of this study provide valuable mechanisms that managers 
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and organisations can employ to ensure bias can be managed such that positive 

organisational cultures are fostered and engaged employees will flourish. 

Bias is not only restricted to cognition but is also entrenched in procedures. Therefore, 

behavioural design decisions have proven effective in overcoming these biases. 

Although it is important to redress the imbalance in gender, race, sexuality and class, 

the mechanisms employed in redressing these imbalances may be more significant 

(Bohnet, 2016). The disparate results in diversity training suggests the process of 

diversity training needs to be redefined. Similar to Stanovich et al. (2014), Bohnet (2016) 

asserted pure awareness is not sufficient and suggests an approach that employs an 

“unfreeze-change-refreeze framework” (p. 61). A data-driven approach to recruitment 

may also aid in overcoming the bias and stereotypes in recruitment processes (Bohnet, 

2016; Jost et al., 2009). Data allows managers to track, and measure progress of 

initiatives. Design changes to recruitment processes like making use of structured 

interviews and removing demographic information will allow managers to objectively 

evaluate candidates. Making use of gender neutral language in job listings can attract a 

varied pool of applicants (Bohnet, 2016). These design decisions will aid in removing 

unconscious bias and promote a gender diverse environment. 

7.4 Limitations of the Research 

Much of the research into unconscious bias over the last three decades has been 

focussed on improving indirect measurement methodologies. The results of this have 

contributed to the literature concerning implicit and explicit cognition (Greenwald & 

Banaji, 2017). Therefore, the research methodology concerning implicit bias is a 

significant facet to implicit measurement studies. Thus, many of the limitations identified 

in this study are methodological in nature and have been mentioned in section 4.9.  

A shortcoming of the purposive and snowball sampling techniques employed was the 

sample would not be indicative of the population (Wegner, 2016; Zikmund et al., 2009). 

The descriptive statistics indicated a pre-dominance of individuals in the finance industry, 

the industry in which the researcher belongs. Therefore, the sampling techniques 

employed did not garner a sample that was fairly representative of all industries in South 

Africa.  

The priming effect of the images used was reduced when images were presented for 

longer periods (Payne & Lundberg, 2014). Because this study relied upon the respondent 

to move to the next image, instead of displaying the images for a specified period, this 

may have motivated individuals to adjust their responses. This is a limitation of this study 
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and may have influenced the results of the unconscious bias construct, indicated by the 

large percentage of individuals who responded prime-inconsistently.  

The timing of the images may have also influenced the low completion rate of the 

questionnaire. Only 60% of individuals completed the questionnaire – this contributed to 

the small sample size which may have also affected the results of the correlation tests. 

Because the timing relied on individuals moving to the next image, and the number of 

trials used, the questionnaire may have been perceived as lengthy. This may have 

induced boredom in individuals (Fazio & Olson, 2003) resulting in 40% of individuals’ 

incomplete questionnaires.  

Lastly, the warning provided in the questionnaire preamble used in this study may have 

drawn attention to the purpose of the study. This may have motivated individuals to 

adjust their responses for fear of being perceived as biased which may have influenced 

the results of the unconscious bias construct. 

7.5 Suggestions for Future Research 

Measuring the culture of one organisation may be more meaningful than measuring 

culture across a heterogenous sample. Groups are perceived as being distinct entities, 

when compared to the individuals that form that group. Moreover, an organisation’s 

identity (those characteristics that distinguish it from other organisations) can be defined 

at varying levels, both organisational and individual (Dasgupta et al., 1999). Therefore, 

by measuring the culture of a single organisation, the intergroup phenomenon of bias 

and stereotyping (Dasgupta et al., 1999) may become relevant.  

Many of the hypotheses defined in this study were formulated based on unconscious 

bias that resulted in a lack of diversity and inclusivity. As such, several of the explanations 

in the discussion of the results asserted there was no perceived lack of diversity and 

inclusivity. Therefore, the constructs of diversity and inclusivity featured significantly in 

this study. Consequently, it may be sensible to extend the model described in Figure 1 

by including diversity and inclusivity as mediating variables to the relationship between 

unconscious bias and organisational culture, and unconscious bias and employee 

engagement. This will ensure that one can definitively conclude a negative relationship 

may exist between these constructs because of the mediating role of diversity and 

inclusivity. 

Context influences the outcomes of implicit measures (Fazio & Olson, 2003). While the 

context of this study was organisational, external affects may have influenced the way 
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respondents answered. Conducting this study longitudinally may be a way to overcome 

the consequences of a cross-sectional study. Furthermore, it may be more meaningful 

to assess unconscious bias in an organisational context over different points in time.  

The strength of a priming measure is dependent on the mechanisms that are selected to 

serve as primes (Fazio & Olson, 2003). This emphasises the importance of selecting 

prime images that have been normatively rated. Therefore, future research employing 

the use of prime images as an indirect measure of bias should make use of normatively 

rates images such as those available on the International Affective Picture System 

(IAPS) database.  

To ascertain the effect of the warning message, Payne et al. (2005) measured bias in 

two conditions, one with a warning message and one without. They concluded the 

warning message did not influence the bias measured. Since this study did not measure 

bias in both conditions, that argument is not conclusive here. Therefore, it is 

recommended that in future, both conditions are tested to eliminate the potential effect 

of the warning message and the ambiguities it may introduce to the study. 

Lastly, it is recommended the timing of the prime and target images be controlled. Ito et 

al. (2015) emphasised the importance of time constraints in inducing bias as time 

pressures reduced participants’ ability to adjust their responses. Therefore, timing is an 

important consideration that should be adhered to in future research. 

7.6 Concluding Remarks 

The subject of unconscious bias is becoming relevant to managers and organisations as 

evidenced by the abundance of industry reports and media accounts accessible. This 

study sought to add to cognitive and social psychology academia by investigating the 

influence of unconscious bias on organisational culture and unconscious bias on 

employee engagement. While the research hypotheses were not proved, the study 

highlighted important implications of bias in organisations and individuals. In the context 

of organisational culture and employee engagement, the findings underscore 

mechanisms organisations can utilise to overcome these biases. 
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APPENDICES 

8.1 Appendix A: Research Questionnaire 

Introduction 

As part of my GIBS MBA research module, I am conducting research to determine the 

influence unconscious biases can have on organisational culture and employee 

engagement. As such, please can you complete the following questionnaire to fulfil my 

research requirements. The questionnaire will take approximately 15-20 minutes to 

complete. All responses to the questionnaire are anonymous and only aggregated data 

will be reported. All data collected from the questionnaire will be kept confidential. By 

completing the questionnaire, you are indicating your participation is voluntary, however 

you may exit the questionnaire at any time, without penalty. 

Should you have any questions or concerns please contact myself or my research 

supervisor on the details below. 

Researcher: Eshentha Moodley 

Contact Details: 17390177@mygibs.co.za  

Supervisor: Shireen Chengadu 

Contact Details: chengadus@gibs.co.za  

 

Part A: Demographic Information 

Question 1: What sector does your organisation belong to? 

Private  

Public  

Question 2: What is your gender? 

Male  

Female  

Question 3: What is your age? 

18-29  

30-39  

40-49  

50-59  

mailto:17390177@mygibs.co.za
mailto:chengadus@gibs.co.za
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60 or older  

 

Question 4: Which of the following best describes the principle industry of your 

organisation? 

Agriculture  

Construction  

Education  

Engineering  

Finance  

Fishing  

Forestry  

Healthcare  

Hospitality  

Information Technology  

Manufacturing  

Mining  

Oil, Gas, Chemical  

Telecommunications  

Transportation  

Utilities (electricity or water)  

Other  

Question 5: What is your job role? 

Staff  

Team Lead  

Specialist  

Middle Manager  

Senior Manager  

Executive  

Other  

Question 6: How long have you been at your organisation? 

Less than 1 year  

Between 1 and 5 years  

Between 5 and 10 years  
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More than 10 years  

 

Part B: Unconscious Biases 

Unconscious biases are involuntary judgements people make to objects, other people 

and situations.  

You will be presented with a series of images – (1) a real-life image OR a grey square, 

(2) a Chinese character and (3) a patterned square. The real-life image serves as a 

warning for the Chinese character – it should be ignored. You will need to rate the 

Chinese character as either pleasant or unpleasant. Respond quickly. Because we are 

interested in determining your bias, do not let the real-life images bias your judgement 

of the Chinese characters. 

 

Question 7 

          

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 8 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 9 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 10 

  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 11 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 12 

  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 13 

            

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 14 

       

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 15 

         

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 16 

             

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 17 

  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 18 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 19 

      

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 20 

                  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 21 

                

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 22 

                                                                 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 23 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 24 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 25 

      

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or  

unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 26 

  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 27 

  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 28 

       

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 29 

                           

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 30 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 31 

                                                          

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 32 

   

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 33 

     

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 34 

                                                             

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 35 

                                                                

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 36 

 

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 37 

                                                              

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 38 

                                                               

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 39 

   

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 40 

         

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 

 

Question 41 

                                                                    

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Question 42 

                                                                  

 

Select pleasant if you judge the Chinese character as more visually pleasing than 

average or unpleasant if you judge the Chinese character as less visually pleasing than 

average. 

• Pleasant 

• Unpleasant 
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Part C: Organisational Culture 

The following statements describe the culture of your organisation. Read each statement 

carefully and determine how you feel about each statement based on the scale defined 

below.  

Scale 

0 Not at all 

1 Minimally 

2 Moderately 

3 Considerably 

4 Very much 

 

Competitiveness: 

Question 43: To what extent is your organisation oriented 

towards achievement? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 44: To what extent does your organisation have 

an emphasis on quality? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 45: To what extent is your organisation 

considered being distinct – i.e. being different from 

others? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 46: To what extent is your organisation 

considered competitive? 

0   1   2   3   4    

 

Supportiveness: 

Question 47: To what extent is your organisation 

considered team-oriented? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 48: To what extent does your organisation share 

information freely? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 49: To what extent is your organisation 

considered people-oriented? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 50: To what extent does your organisation 

display collaboration? 

0   1   2   3   4    
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Emphasis on rewards: 

Question 51: To what extent is your organisation 

considered fair? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 52: To what extent does your organisation 

display opportunities for professional growth? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 53: To what extent does your organisation 

display high pay for good performance? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 54: To what extent does your organisation 

display praise for good performance? 

0   1   2   3   4    

 

Performance Orientation: 

Question 55: To what extent does your organisation have 

high expectations for performance? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 56: To what extent does your organisation 

display enthusiasm for the job? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 57: To what extent does your organisation 

emphasise being results oriented? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 58: To what extent does your organisation 

display being highly organised? 

0   1   2   3   4    

 

Stability: 

Question 59: To what extent does your organisation 

display stability? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 60: To what extent does your organisation 

display being calm? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 61: To what extent does your organisation 

indicate security for employment? 

0   1   2   3   4    

Question 62: To what extent does your organisation 

display low conflict? 

0   1   2   3   4    
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Part D: Employee Engagement 

The following statements describe how you feel at work. Read each statement carefully 

and determine how you feel about each statement based on the scale defined below.  

Scale 

0 Never (never) 

1 Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 

2 Rarely (once a month or less) 

3 Sometimes (a few times a month) 

4 Often (once a week) 

5 Very Often (a few times a week) 

6 Always (everyday) 

 

Meaningfulness: 

Question 63: The work I do on this job is very important to me. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 64: My job activities are personally meaningful to 

me. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 65: The work I do on this job is worthwhile. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 66: My job activities are significant to me. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 67: The work I do on this job is meaningful to me. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 68: I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

 

Psychological Safety:  

Question 69: I’m not afraid to be myself at work. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 70: I am not afraid to express my opinions at 

work. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 71: There is a safe environment at work. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

 

Psychological Availability:  

Question 72: I am confident in my ability to handle 

competing demands at work. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 73: I am confident in my ability to deal with 

problems that come up at work. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 74: I am confident in my ability to think clearly 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
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at work. 

Question 75: I am confident in my ability to display the 

appropriate emotions at work. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 76: I am confident that I can handle the 

physical demands at work. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

 

Vigour: 

Question 77: At my work, I feel bursting with energy. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 78: At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 79: When I get up in the morning, I feel like 

going to work. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 80: At my job, I am very resilient, mentally. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 81: At my work, I always persevere, even when 

things do not go well. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

 

Dedication: 

Question 82: I find the work that I do full of meaning and 

purpose. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 83: I am enthusiastic about my job. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 84: My job inspires me. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 85: I am proud of the work that I do. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 86: To me, my job is challenging. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

 

Absorption: 

Question 87: Time flies when I am working. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 88: When I am working, I forget everything else 

around me. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 89: I feel happy when I am working intensely. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 90: I am immersed in my work. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 91: I get carried away when I am working. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

Question 92: It is difficult to detach myself from my job. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
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8.2 Appendix B: Prime Pictures used in Part B of Research 

Questionnaire 

Table 40 

Pleasant and Unpleasant Primes 

Pleasant Images Unpleasant Images 

Seal Snakes 
Bunnies Spiders 
Puppies Roaches 
Monkeys Dog 
Porpoise Angry face 
Mickey Jail 
Baby Crying boy 

Family Gun 
Astronaut Oil fire 
Seagulls Garbage 1 
Castle Garbage 2 
Money Ruins 

Note. List of prime images obtained from Payne et al. (2005). 
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8.3 Appendix C: Statistical Results 

8.3.1 Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Test for Normality 

Table 41 

Test for Normality 

Tests of Normality 

  
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Q7 0.46 104 .000 0.546 104 .000 
Q8 0.49 104 .000 0.502 104 .000 

Q9 0.36 104 .000 0.635 104 .000 

Q10 0.49 104 .000 0.481 104 .000 

Q11 0.40 104 .000 0.617 104 .000 

Q12 0.50 104 .000 0.458 104 .000 

Q13 0.42 104 .000 0.596 104 .000 

Q14 0.45 104 .000 0.561 104 .000 

Q15 0.36 104 .000 0.633 104 .000 

Q16 0.36 104 .000 0.635 104 .000 

Q17 0.35 104 .000 0.636 104 .000 

Q18 0.39 104 .000 0.623 104 .000 

Q19 0.36 104 .000 0.635 104 .000 

Q20 0.53 104 .000 0.335 104 .000 

Q21 0.37 104 .000 0.630 104 .000 

Q22 0.44 104 .000 0.580 104 .000 

Q23 0.39 104 .000 0.623 104 .000 

Q24 0.37 104 .000 0.632 104 .000 

Q25 0.38 104 .000 0.625 104 .000 

Q26 0.38 104 .000 0.625 104 .000 

Q27 0.39 104 .000 0.620 104 .000 

Q28 0.39 104 .000 0.620 104 .000 

Q29 0.42 104 .000 0.601 104 .000 

Q30 0.44 104 .000 0.580 104 .000 

Q31 0.43 104 .000 0.586 104 .000 

Q32 0.35 104 .000 0.636 104 .000 

Q33 0.38 104 .000 0.628 104 .000 

Q34 0.37 104 .000 0.630 104 .000 

Q35 0.43 104 .000 0.586 104 .000 

Q36 0.35 104 .000 0.636 104 .000 

Q37 0.36 104 .000 0.633 104 .000 

Q38 0.44 104 .000 0.580 104 .000 

Q39 0.35 104 .000 0.636 104 .000 

Q40 0.36 104 .000 0.635 104 .000 

Q41 0.44 104 .000 0.580 104 .000 

Q42 0.43 104 .000 0.591 104 .000 
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Q43 0.30 104 .000 0.774 104 .000 

Q44 0.28 104 .000 0.786 104 .000 

Q45 0.22 104 .000 0.844 104 .000 

Q46 0.30 104 .000 0.771 104 .000 

Q47 0.19 104 .000 0.863 104 .000 

Q48 0.22 104 .000 0.901 104 .000 

Q49 0.24 104 .000 0.877 104 .000 

Q50 0.21 104 .000 0.895 104 .000 

Q51 0.18 104 .000 0.908 104 .000 

Q52 0.22 104 .000 0.905 104 .000 

Q53 0.19 104 .000 0.909 104 .000 

Q54 0.21 104 .000 0.904 104 .000 

Q55 0.25 104 .000 0.787 104 .000 

Q56 0.21 104 .000 0.884 104 .000 

Q57 0.25 104 .000 0.785 104 .000 

Q58 0.21 104 .000 0.903 104 .000 

Q59 0.19 104 .000 0.886 104 .000 

Q60 0.21 104 .000 0.897 104 .000 

Q61 0.21 104 .000 0.899 104 .000 

Q62 0.21 104 .000 0.904 104 .000 

Q63 0.20 104 .000 0.875 104 .000 

Q64 0.19 104 .000 0.918 104 .000 

Q65 0.16 104 .000 0.906 104 .000 

Q66 0.18 104 .000 0.916 104 .000 

Q67 0.18 104 .000 0.914 104 .000 

Q68 0.18 104 .000 0.889 104 .000 

Q69 0.17 104 .000 0.887 104 .000 

Q70 0.19 104 .000 0.903 104 .000 

Q71 0.16 104 .000 0.911 104 .000 

Q72 0.20 104 .000 0.867 104 .000 

Q73 0.25 104 .000 0.850 104 .000 

Q74 0.21 104 .000 0.816 104 .000 

Q75 0.20 104 .000 0.900 104 .000 

Q76 0.21 104 .000 0.805 104 .000 

Q77 0.18 104 .000 0.919 104 .000 

Q78 0.19 104 .000 0.920 104 .000 

Q79 0.17 104 .000 0.936 104 .000 

Q80 0.21 104 .000 0.893 104 .000 

Q81 0.20 104 .000 0.837 104 .000 

Q82 0.18 104 .000 0.908 104 .000 

Q83 0.15 104 .000 0.907 104 .000 

Q84 0.14 104 .000 0.922 104 .000 

Q85 0.20 104 .000 0.874 104 .000 

Q86 0.17 104 .000 0.879 104 .000 

Q87 0.19 104 .000 0.885 104 .000 

Q88 0.18 104 .000 0.922 104 .000 

Q89 0.23 104 .000 0.875 104 .000 

Q90 0.18 104 .000 0.923 104 .000 
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Q91 0.16 104 .000 0.937 104 .000 

Q92 0.13 104 .000 0.939 104 .000 

aLilliefors Significance Correction 

8.3.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings  

8.3.2.1 Organisational Culture 

 

Figure 21. Factor loadings of competitiveness. 

 

Figure 22. Factor loadings of supportiveness. 

 

Figure 23. Factor loadings of emphasis on rewards. 
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Figure 24. Factor loadings of performance orientation. 

 

Figure 25. Factor loadings of stability. 
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Figure 26. Factor loadings of organisational culture. 
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8.3.2.2 Employee Engagement  

 

Figure 27. Factor loadings of meaningfulness. 

 

Figure 28. Factor loadings of psychological safety. 
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Figure 29. Factor loadings of psychological availability. 

 

Figure 30. Factor loadings of vigour. 
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Figure 31. Factor loadings of dedication. 

 

 

Figure 32. Factor loadings of absorption. 
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Figure 33. Factor loadings of employee engagement. 
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8.3.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis: Correlation Matrices 

Table 42 

Exploratory Factor Analysis: Correlation Matrix: Organisational Culture 

Correlation Matrix 

  Q43 Q44 Q45 Q46 

Competitiveness Q43 1.00 

   

Q44 .60 1.00 
  

Q45 .54 .44 1.00 
 

Q46 .68 .52 .59 1.00 

            

  Q47 Q48 Q49 Q50 

Supportiveness Q47 1.00 

   

Q48 .59 1.00 
  

Q49 .73 .66 1.00 
 

Q50 .70 .60 .82 1.00 

    
    

  Q51 Q52 Q53 Q54 

Emphasis on rewards Q51 1.00 

   

Q52 .73 1.00 
  

Q53 .56 .65 1.00 
 

Q54 .74 .68 .65 1.00 

    
    

  Q55 Q56 Q57 Q58 

Performance Orientation Q55 1.00 

   

Q56 .53 1.00 
  

Q57 .56 .63 1.00 
 

Q58 .37 .63 .49 1.00 

    
    

  Q59 Q60 Q61 Q62 

Stability Q59 1.00 

   

Q60 .63 1.00 
  

Q61 .58 .55 1.00 
 

Q62 .43 .67 0.59 1.00 
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Table 43 

Exploratory Factor Analysis: Correlation Matrix: Employee Engagement 

Correlation Matrix 

  Q63 Q64 Q65 Q66 Q67 Q68 

Meaningfulness Q63 1.00 

     

Q64 .80 1.00 
    

Q65 .77 .83 1.00 
   

Q66 .83 .86 .85 1.00 
  

Q67 .81 .88 .85 .89 1.00 
 

Q68 .68 .69 .75 .77 .82 1.00 

                
  Q69 Q70 Q71       

Psychological Safety Q69 1.00 

  
      

Q70 .74 1.00 
 

      

Q71 .51 .56 1.00       

                
  Q72 Q73 Q74 Q75 Q76   

Psychological Availability Q72 1.00 

    
  

Q73 .69 1.00 
   

  

Q74 .61 .72 1.00 
  

  

Q75 .45 .54 .58 1.00 
 

  

Q76 .53 .71 .65 .42 1.00   

                
  Q77 Q78 Q79 Q80 Q81   

Vigour Q77 1.00 

    
  

Q78 .89 1.00 
   

  

Q79 .77 .74 1.00 
  

  

Q80 .61 .59 .56 1.00 
 

  

Q81 .43 .42 .45 .67 1.00   

                
  Q82 Q83 Q84 Q85 Q86   

Dedication Q82 1.00 

    
  

Q83 .81 1.00 
   

  

Q84 .78 .85 1.00 
  

  

Q85 .75 .75 .73 1.00 
 

  

Q86 .45 .58 .67 .64 1.00   

                
  Q87 Q88 Q89 Q90 Q91 Q92 

Absorption Q87 1.00 

     

Q88 .69 1.00 
    

Q89 .34 .45 1.00 
   

Q90 .61 .57 .50 1.00 
  

Q91 .59 .66 .53 .70 1.00 
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Q92 .50 .49 .29 .60 .73 1.00 

 

8.3.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis: Total Variance Explained 

 

Table 44 

Total Variance Explained: Organisational Culture Observed Variables 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Competitiveness             

1 2.691 67.272 67.272 2.691 67.272 67.272 

2 0.580 14.512 81.784 
   

3 0.430 10.761 92.544 
   

4 0.298 7.456 100.000 
   

Supportiveness 
      

1 3.052 76.308 76.308 3.052 76.308 76.308 

2 0.447 11.184 87.492 
   

3 0.323 8.073 95.565 
   

4 0.177 4.435 100.000 
   

Emphasis on Rewards 
      

1 3.000 74.989 74.989 3.000 74.989 74.989 

2 0.457 11.431 86.420 
   

3 0.324 8.089 94.509 
   

4 0.220 5.491 100.000 
   

Performance 
Orientation 

      

1 2.612 65.307 65.307 2.612 65.307 65.307 

2 0.651 16.278 81.586 
   

3 0.418 10.450 92.035 
   

4 0.319 7.965 100.000 
   

Stability 
      

1 2.727 68.181 68.181 2.727 68.181 68.181 

2 0.575 14.384 82.565 
   

3 0.459 11.470 94.035 
   

4 0.239 5.965 100.000 
   

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 45 

Total Variance Explained: Employee Engagement Observed Variables 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Meaningfulness             

1 5.037 83.958 83.958 5.037 83.958 83.958 

2 0.356 5.935 89.893 
   

3 0.225 3.744 93.637 
   

4 0.171 2.855 96.492 
   

5 0.123 2.052 98.544 
   

6 0.087 1.456 100.000 
   

Psychological Safety 
      

1 2.215 73.829 73.829 2.215 73.829 73.829 

2 0.532 17.740 91.569 
   

3 0.253 8.431 100.000 
   

Psychological Availability 
     

1 3.385 67.694 67.694 3.385 67.694 67.694 

2 0.612 12.236 79.930 
   

3 0.469 9.378 89.309 
   

4 0.308 6.150 95.459 
   

5 0.227 4.541 100.000 
   

Vigour 
      

1 3.481 69.630 69.630 3.481 69.630 69.630 

2 0.828 16.559 86.188 
   

3 0.320 6.405 92.594 
   

4 0.266 5.319 97.912 
   

5 0.104 2.088 100.000 
   

Dedication 
      

1 3.820 76.393 76.393 3.820 76.393 76.393 

2 0.589 11.774 88.167 
   

3 0.294 5.871 94.038 
   

4 0.164 3.282 97.320 
   

5 0.134 2.680 100.000 
   

Absorption 
      

1 3.789 63.144 63.144 3.789 63.144 63.144 

2 0.740 12.341 75.485 
   

3 0.618 10.294 85.779 
   

4 0.380 6.328 92.107 
   

5 0.272 4.532 96.640 
   

6 0.202 3.360 100.000 
   

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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8.3.5 Descriptive Statistics: Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution 

8.3.5.1 Competitiveness 

Table 46 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Competitiveness 

Q43: To what extent is your organisation oriented towards achievement? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 1 0.96 

Minimally 3 2.88 

Moderately 17 16.3 

Considerably 30 28.85 

Very much 53 50.9 

Total 104 100.00 

Q44: To what extent does your organisation have an emphasis on quality? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 0 0.00 

Minimally 5 4.81 

Moderately 14 13.46 

Considerably 36 34.62 

Very much 49 47.12 

Total 104 100.00 

Q45: To what extent is your organisation considered being distinct – i.e. being 
different from others? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 0 0.00 

Minimally 7 6.73 

Moderately 25 24.04 

Considerably 35 33.65 

Very much 37 35.58 

Total 104 100.00 

Q46: To what extent is your organisation considered competitive? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 1 0.96 

Minimally 6 5.77 

Moderately 14 13.46 

Considerably 30 28.85 

Very much 53 50.96 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.2 Supportiveness 

Table 47 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Supportiveness 

Q47: To what extent is your organisation considered team-oriented? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 3 2.88 

Minimally 6 5.77 

Moderately 30 28.85 

Considerably 32 30.77 

Very much 33 31.73 

Total 104 100.00 

Q48: To what extent does your organisation share information freely? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 4 3.85 

Minimally 14 13.46 

Moderately 43 41.35 

Considerably 29 27.88 

Very much 14 13.46 

Total 104 100.00 

Q49: To what extent is your organisation considered people-oriented? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 3 2.88 

Minimally 13 12.50 

Moderately 22 21.15 

Considerably 39 37.50 

Very much 27 25.96 

Total 104 100.00 

Q50: To what extent does your organisation display collaboration? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 2 1.92 

Minimally 16 15.38 

Moderately 29 27.88 

Considerably 35 33.65 

Very much 22 21.15 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.3 Emphasis on Rewards 

Table 48 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Emphasis on Rewards  

Q51: To what extent is your organisation considered fair? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 4 3.85 

Minimally 17 16.35 

Moderately 36 34.62 

Considerably 31 29.81 

Very much 16 15.38 

Total 104 100.00 

Q52: To what extent does your organisation display opportunities for professional growth? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 5 4.81 

Minimally 19 18.27 

Moderately 27 25.96 

Considerably 38 36.54 

Very much 15 14.42 

Total 104 100.00 

Q53: To what extent does your organisation display high pay for good performance? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 8 7.69 

Minimally 17 16.35 

Moderately 30 28.85 

Considerably 32 30.77 

Very much 17 16.35 

Total 104 100.00 

Q54: To what extent does your organisation display praise for good performance? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 6 5.77 

Minimally 21 20.19 

Moderately 25 24.04 

Considerably 33 31.73 

Very much 19 18.2 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.4 Performance Orientation 

Table 49 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Performance Orientation 

Q55: To what extent does your organisation have high expectations for performance? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 1 0.96 

Minimally 3 2.88 

Moderately 12 11.54 

Considerably 43 41.3 

Very much 45 43.27 

Total 104 100.00 

Q56: To what extent does your organisation display enthusiasm for the job? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 2 1.92 

Minimally 7 6.73 

Moderately 37 35.58 

Considerably 38 36.54 

Very much 20 19.23 

Total 104 100.00 

Q57: To what extent does your organisation emphasise being results oriented? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 2 1.92 

Minimally 6 5.77 

Moderately 10 9.62 

Considerably 41 39.4 

Very much 45 43.27 

Total 104 100.00 

Q58: To what extent does your organisation display being highly organised? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 5 4.81 

Minimally 15 14.42 

Moderately 30 28.85 

Considerably 36 34.62 

Very much 18 17.31 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.5 Stability 

Table 50 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Stability  

Q59: To what extent does your organisation display stability? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 4 3.85 

Minimally 9 8.65 

Moderately 32 30.77 

Considerably 33 31.73 

Very much 26 25.00 

Total 104 100.00 

Q60: To what extent does your organisation display being calm? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 3 2.88 

Minimally 12 11.54 

Moderately 34 32.69 

Considerably 38 36.54 

Very much 17 16.35 

Total 104 100.00 

Q61: To what extent does your organisation indicate security for employment? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 4 3.85 

Minimally 12 11.54 

Moderately 30 28.85 

Considerably 39 37.50 

Very much 19 18.27 

Total 104 100.00 

Q62: To what extent does your organisation display low conflict? 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Not at all 7 6.73 

Minimally 17 16.35 

Moderately 40 38.46 

Considerably 32 30.77 

Very much 8 7.69 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 

  



167 
 

8.3.5.6 Meaningfulness 

Table 51 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Meaningfulness  

Q63: The work I do on this job is very important to me 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 2 1.92 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 0 0.00 

Rarely (once a month or less) 4 3.85 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 14 13.46 

Often (once a week) 26 25.00 

Very Often (a few times a week) 31 29.81 

Always (everyday) 27 25.96 

Total 104 100.00 

Q64: My job activities are personally meaningful to me 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 3 2.88 

Rarely (once a month or less) 9 8.65 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 20 19.23 

Often (once a week) 23 22.12 

Very Often (a few times a week) 29 27.88 

Always (everyday) 19 18.27 

Total 104 100.00 

Q65: The work I do on this job is worthwhile 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 1 0.96 

Rarely (once a month or less) 7 6.73 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 14 13.46 

Often (once a week) 32 30.77 

Very Often (a few times a week) 26 25.00 

Always (everyday) 24 23.08 

Total 104 100.00 

Q66: My job activities are significant to me 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 6 5.77 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 18 17.31 

Often (once a week) 34 32.69 

Very Often (a few times a week) 24 23.08 

Always (everyday) 19 18.2 

Total 104 100.00 
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Q67: The work I do on this job is meaningful to me 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 7 6.73 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 23 22.12 

Often (once a week) 22 21.15 

Very Often (a few times a week) 27 25.96 

Always (everyday) 22 21.15 

Total 104 100.00 

Q68: I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 1 0.96 

Rarely (once a month or less) 4 3.85 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 12 11.54 

Often (once a week) 30 28.85 

Very Often (a few times a week) 28 26.9 

Always (everyday) 29 27.88 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.7 Psychological Safety 

Table 52 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Psychological Safety  

Q69: I’m not afraid to be myself at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 9 8.65 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 13 12.50 

Often (once a week) 25 24.04 

Very Often (a few times a week) 22 21.15 

Always (everyday) 32 30.77 

Total 104 100.00 

Q70: I am not afraid to express my opinions at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 9 8.65 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 18 17.31 

Often (once a week) 22 21.15 

Very Often (a few times a week) 28 26.92 

Always (everyday) 25 24.04 

Total 104 100.00 

Q71: There is a safe environment at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 3 2.88 

Rarely (once a month or less) 7 6.73 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 19 18.27 

Often (once a week) 27 25.96 

Very Often (a few times a week) 24 23.08 

Always (everyday) 24 23.08 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.8 Psychological Availability 

Table 53 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Psychological Availability  

Q72: I am confident in my ability to handle competing demands at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 0 0.00 

Rarely (once a month or less) 1 0.96 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 5 4.81 

Often (once a week) 30 28.85 

Very Often (a few times a week) 39 37.50 

Always (everyday) 29 27.88 

Total 104 100.00 

Q73: I am confident in my ability to deal with problems that come up at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 1 0.96 

Rarely (once a month or less) 0 0.00 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 10 9.62 

Often (once a week) 20 19.23 

Very Often (a few times a week) 41 39.42 

Always (everyday) 32 30.77 

Total 104 100.00 

Q74: I am confident in my ability to think clearly at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 0 0.00 

Rarely (once a month or less) 0 0.00 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 4 3.85 

Often (once a week) 28 26.92 

Very Often (a few times a week) 38 36.54 

Always (everyday) 33 31.73 

Total 104 100.00 

Q75: I am confident in my ability to display the appropriate emotions at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 1 0.96 

Rarely (once a month or less) 4 3.85 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 14 13.46 

Often (once a week) 29 27.88 

Very Often (a few times a week) 32 30.77 

Always (everyday) 24 23.08 

Total 104 100.00 
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Q76: I am confident that I can handle the physical demands at work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 0 0.00 

Rarely (once a month or less) 0 0.00 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 4 3.85 

Often (once a week) 24 23.08 

Very Often (a few times a week) 38 36.54 

Always (everyday) 37 35.58 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.9 Vigour 

Table 54 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Vigour  

Q77: At my work, I feel bursting with energy 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 10 9.62 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 27 25.96 

Often (once a week) 31 29.81 

Very Often (a few times a week) 29 27.88 

Always (everyday) 4 3.85 

Total 104 100.00 

Q78: At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 10 9.62 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 20 19.23 

Often (once a week) 32 30.77 

Very Often (a few times a week) 31 29.81 

Always (everyday) 8 7.69 

Total 104 100.00 

Q79: When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 3 2.88 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 6 5.77 

Rarely (once a month or less) 11 10.58 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 25 24.04 

Often (once a week) 28 26.92 

Very Often (a few times a week) 23 22.12 

Always (everyday) 8 7.69 

Total 104 100.00 

Q80: At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 0 0.00 

Rarely (once a month or less) 3 2.88 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 10 9.62 

Often (once a week) 32 30.77 

Very Often (a few times a week) 38 36.54 

Always (everyday) 21 20.19 

Total 104 100.00 
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Q81: At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 2 1.92 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 5 4.81 

Often (once a week) 26 25.00 

Very Often (a few times a week) 33 31.73 

Always (everyday) 36 34.62 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.10 Dedication 

Table 55 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Dedication  

Q82: I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 0 0.00 

Rarely (once a month or less) 7 6.73 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 20 19.23 

Often (once a week) 34 32.69 

Very Often (a few times a week) 23 22.12 

Always (everyday) 20 19.23 

Total 104 100.00 

Q83: I am enthusiastic about my job 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 3 2.88 

Rarely (once a month or less) 7 6.73 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 21 20.19 

Often (once a week) 25 24.04 

Very Often (a few times a week) 20 19.23 

Always (everyday) 27 25.96 

Total 104 100.00 

Q84: My job inspires me 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 2 1.92 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 3 2.88 

Rarely (once a month or less) 7 6.73 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 22 21.15 

Often (once a week) 29 27.88 

Very Often (a few times a week) 21 20.19 

Always (everyday) 20 19.23 

Total 104 100.00 

Q85: I am proud of the work that I do 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 1 0.96 

Rarely (once a month or less) 5 4.81 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 10 9.62 

Often (once a week) 26 25.00 

Very Often (a few times a week) 32 30.77 

Always (everyday) 29 27.88 

Total 104 100.00 
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Q86: To me, my job is challenging 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 5 4.81 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 5 4.81 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 16 15.38 

Often (once a week) 26 25.00 

Very Often (a few times a week) 25 24.04 

Always (everyday) 25 24.04 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 
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8.3.5.11 Absorption 

Table 56 

Numeric and Percentage Frequency Distribution: Absorption  

Q87: Time flies when I am working 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 4 3.85 

Rarely (once a month or less) 4 3.85 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 11 10.58 

Often (once a week) 33 31.73 

Very Often (a few times a week) 26 25.00 

Always (everyday) 25 24.04 

Total 104 100.00 

Q88: When I am working, I forget everything else around me 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 8 7.69 

Rarely (once a month or less) 9 8.65 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 22 21.15 

Often (once a week) 28 26.92 

Very Often (a few times a week) 29 27.88 

Always (everyday) 7 6.73 

Total 104 100.00 

Q89: I feel happy when I am working intensely 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 1 0.96 

Rarely (once a month or less) 9 8.65 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 7 6.73 

Often (once a week) 26 25.00 

Very Often (a few times a week) 36 34.62 

Always (everyday) 25 24.04 

Total 104 100.00 

Q90: I am immersed in my work 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 0 0.00 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 2 1.92 

Rarely (once a month or less) 10 9.62 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 24 23.08 

Often (once a week) 24 23.08 

Very Often (a few times a week) 28 26.92 

Always (everyday) 16 15.38 

Total 104 100.00 
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Q91: I get carried away when I am working 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 1 0.96 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 6 5.77 

Rarely (once a month or less) 13 12.50 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 26 25.00 

Often (once a week) 21 20.19 

Very Often (a few times a week) 26 25.00 

Always (everyday) 11 10.58 

Total 104 100.00 

Q92: It is difficult to detach myself from my job 

Scale Response Count Response Percent 
Never (never) 10 9.62 

Almost Never (a few times a year or less) 8 7.69 

Rarely (once a month or less) 23 22.12 

Sometimes (a few times a month) 25 24.04 

Often (once a week) 14 13.46 

Very Often (a few times a week) 20 19.23 

Always (everyday) 4 3.85 

Total 104 100.00 

Note. Response Percent reflected in percentage. 

8.3.6 Tests for Differences 

Table 57 

Comparing Means by Gender 

Independent Samples Test 

  Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 

Mean 
Differ
ence 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

AMPS Equal 
variances 
assumed 

0.67 .42 0.03 102 .98 0 0.08 -0.15 0.16 

Equal 
variances 
not assumed 

  
0.03 98.24 .98 0 0.08 -0.15 0.15 

OC Equal 
variances 
assumed 

0.85 .36 0.39 102 .7 0.05 0.14 -0.22 0.33 
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Equal 
variances 
not assumed 

  

0.38 89.85 .7 0.05 0.14 -0.23 0.33 

EE Equal 
variances 
assumed 

0.46 .50 0.87 102 .39 0.16 0.18 -0.2 0.51 

Equal 
variances 

not assumed 

  
0.85 87.3 .40 0.16 0.18 -0.21 0.52 

Note. The Sig. value in green boldface indicates a value greater than .05 therefore equal variances are 

assumed. The output line in red boldface was thus interpreted. 

Table 58 

Comparing Means by Age 

ANOVA 

  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

AMPS 
Between Groups 0.6 4 0.15 1 .41 

Within Groups 14.95 99 0.15 
  

Total 15.55 103 
   

OC 

Between Groups 3.53 4 0.88 1.86 .12 

Within Groups 46.98 99 0.47 
  

Total 50.51 103 
   

EE 

Between Groups 6.9 4 1.73 2.19 .08 

Within Groups 78.13 99 0.79 
  

Total 85.03 103 
   

Note. The Sig. value in red boldface indicates a value greater than .05 therefore there is no statistically 

significant difference in means for the age category. 
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Table 59 

Comparing Means by Industry 

ANOVA 

  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

AMPS 
Between Groups 0.03 1 0.03 0.18 .67 

Within Groups 15.53 102 0.15 
  

Total 15.55 103 
   

OC 

Between Groups 8.09 11 0.74 1.59 .11 

Within Groups 42.42 92 0.46 
  

Total 50.51 103 
   

EE 

Between Groups 13.39 11 1.22 1.56 .12 

Within Groups 71.64 92 0.78 
  

Total 85.03 103 
   

Note. The Sig. value in red boldface indicates a value greater than .05 therefore there is no statistically 

significant difference in means for the industry category. 

Table 60 

Comparing Means by Job Level 

ANOVA 

  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

AMPS 
Between Groups 1.13 6 0.19 1.26 .28 

Within Groups 14.43 97 0.15 
  

Total 15.55 103 
   

OC 

Between Groups 2.74 6 0.46 0.93 .48 

Within Groups 47.76 97 0.49 
  

Total 50.51 103 
   

EE 

Between Groups 4.21 6 0.7 0.84 .54 

Within Groups 80.82 97 0.83 
  

Total 85.03 103 
   

Note. The Sig. value in red boldface indicates a value greater than .05 therefore there is no statistically 

significant difference in means for the job level category. 
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Table 61 

Comparing Means by Length of Service 

ANOVA 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

AMPS 
Between Groups 0.75 3 0.25 1.68 .18 

Within Groups 14.81 100 0.15 
  

Total 15.55 103 
   

OC 

Between Groups 2.64 3 0.88 1.84 .15 

Within Groups 47.87 100 0.48 
  

Total 50.51 103 
   

EE 

Between Groups 4.78 3 1.59 1.99 .12 

Within Groups 80.25 100 0.8 
  

Total 85.03 103 
   

Note. The Sig. value in red boldface indicates a value greater than .05 therefore there is no statistically 

significant difference in means for the length of service category. 
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8.4 Appendix D: Ethical Clearance Letter 

 


