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    ABSTRACT


    This study assesses the impact of participation in decision making on job satisfaction, group commitment, and group learning. Data were collected from 397 managerial employees working in public sector undertakings across India. Structural equation modeling as a statistical technique and WarpPLS as a statistical tool was used to verify the proposed relationships. The findings of the study suggest that participation in decision making had a positive and significant relationship with job satisfaction. Further, participation in decision making had significant impact on group learning, but had no impact on group commitment. Job satisfaction had a positive and significant impact on group commitment. Group learning was positively and significantly related to job satisfaction and group commitment. The results suggest that employee participation in decision making process is highly desirable as it elevates employee identification with their respective organisation. The findings of the study are relevant to the people holding key managerial positions in public sector undertakings and they are discussed in detail.
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    INTRODUCTION


    In the present scenario of high competitiveness, organisations need to have a human resource pool generating high performance that cannot be substituted by its rivals (Barney, 1991). A lot of emphasis is given on performance and result-oriented services due to which participative management is considered as very essential for satisfaction of employees (Kim, 2002). Participation allows individuals to share influence among themselves who are not hierarchially equal, and participative management practices help to maintain a balance on the involvement of managers as well as the subordinates in the daily tasks and activities related to the job (Wagner, 1994). It is believed that participation makes an influence on work practices, recognition, and rewards, and these correlate with job satisfaction and organisational commitment (Appelbaum, Louis, Makarenko, & Saluja, 2013). The highest levels of satisfaction in the work environment are likely to occur when there is high level of involvement by planning processes, generating alternatives, formulating policies, and evaluating results.


    A work group is a collection of employees who work together to complete organisational goals (Kukenberger, Mathieu, & Ruddy, 2015). Individual knowledge within a work group is necessary as it is the extent to which a work group member would perceive that his or her work specific knowledge and skills have improved as a result of working with the group. This process is considered as group learning. It is expected to be influenced by relationships between the employee and his co-employees. A positive work environment that is free of dysfunctional conflicts and has good amount of trust would help in learning within work groups. It is stated that satisfaction is positively related to group commitment (Bishop & Scott, 2000). Both group learning and group commitment have been recognised as the main ingredients of a work group (Mathieu & Gilson, 2012; Kukenberger et al., 2015). There is support from past research that employees learn and work as a function of getting attached to their respective work groups (Tannenbaum, Beard, McNall, & Salas, 2010).


    Affective form of commitment has a strong relationship with group level outcomes and citizenship behaviours because individuals impart greater effort when they get motivated by high levels of attachment, identification, and internalisation (Giri & Kumar, 2013). Employees exhibit meaningfully distinct levels of affective commitment towards their organisation as well as their work group (Johnson & Yang, 2010). Hence, the present study has focused on individual’s affective commitment towards their work group. Affective group commitment has been labelled as simply group commitment in this study following the convention in past research (Cohen, 2003). Indians have the essence of ‘collectivism’ or collective culture (Hofstede, 1980). Hence, they prefer to discuss and work together.


    We have selected Central Public Sector Enterprises (CPSEs), also known as public sector undertakings, as our empirical setting. The reasons for selecting public sector undertakings as empirical setting are many considering personal and business fronts. Firstly, they are renowned to be people-centric and dynamic (Gupta & Pannu, 2013). Secondly, these organisations continue to attract millions of job seekers mainly because of job security and stability (Ahmad, 2013). Thirdly, these organisations are growing in importance, nationally and internationally. According to SCOPE (2016) in India, “all public sector undertakings collectively accounted for 23.2 percent of the total market capitalisation” and “9 percent of India’s total export earnings was contributed by these organisations”. Fourthly, government orders for public sector undertakings generally aim at betterment of the society. Finally, public sector undertakings have a direct impact on foreign exchange earnings of the country because their focus is mainly on international trade in goods and services (Public Enterprises Survey, 2016). A recent report highlights that the measures taken by the state for improving performance and commitment of the CPSEs, reflects in their robust growth and development (KPMG, 2012). These above stated reasons only highlight the potential economic significance of the public sector undertakings in determining the Indian business growth.


    To address the paucity of research in learning within work groups as well as gaps in the group commitment literature, a model is described and represented that empirically tested the influence of participation in decision making on job satisfaction, group learning and group commitment.


    LITERATURE REVIEW


    Participation in Decision Making


    Participation in decision making is defined as sharing the decision making process in order to achieve organisational objectives (Knoop, 1995). Individuals feel a sense of belongingness to the organisation when they are allowed to make suggestions and participate in decision making process. This is due to the fact that employees who make decisions that have their consent in them are more likely to value outcomes (Black & Gregersen, 1997). Participation in decision making offers employees different levels of influence in making policies ranging from consultative committees to developing good relations with managers. When employees participate in decision making, it helps to build their commitment towards the organisation (Kumar & Giri, 2013).


    Job Satisfaction


    Job satisfaction is widely studied in literature. It is a feeling about a job that is determined by the difference between the amount of valued outcome that an individual receives and the outcome he feels he should receive (Halepota & Shah, 2011). It is an important attribute that is desired by organisations through their employees. This is due to the fact that job satisfaction is an explicit and potential determinant of absenteeism, turnover, in-role job performance, and behaviours within the organisation (Goh, Elliott, & Quon, 2012). In addition, the primary antecedents of job attitudes are within the ability of the management to influence.


    Group Learning


    Learning is a process of change in cognition and behaviour, and it does not necessarily follow that these changes will directly enhance performance (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999). Group learning is defined as an outcome that represents a new shared understanding among the members of a work group (Wilson, Goodman, & Cronin, 2007). Learning is an inherently dynamic process that unfolds over time. If a group develops a new level of shared understanding, then it suggests the presence of cohesiveness within the work group. Learning takes place when members of a work group have shared understanding (Senge, 1990).


    Group Commitment


    Group commitment is defined as an individual’s identification and sense of cohesiveness with other members of the organisation (Randall & Cote, 1991). It is one of the less researched concepts in commitment research (Cohen, 2003). Most of the research on group commitment related it to organisational commitment conceptually or empirically. Randall and Cote (1991) suggested that the importance of work-group commitment is its enhancement of social involvement, and this reinforces the social ties the individual develops with the organisation. They explained that on being hired, one’s initial reference group gratifies one’s needs for guidance and reassurance and exerts a lasting influence over individual attitudes to the organisation.


    THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK


    Participation in Decision Making and Job Satisfaction


    A study conducted in a large manufacturing organisation had concluded that employees having a high desire to participate in decision making are likely to exhibit high levels of job satisfaction (Ornoy, 2010). Similar fact was observed in a large manufacturing firm and a large public utility firm (Schuler, 1983). Thus employees, who view their organisations behaving in their interest experienced greater job satisfaction (Parnell, 2003). Therefore, it is important to understand when and how workplace participation in decision making contributes to gains for both employees and employers. Information flow and decision making are enriched and communications are more open and transparent (Anderson & McDaniel, 1999). Thus, the review of literature led to develop the following hypothesis:


    
      H1:Participation in decision making will be positively related to job satisfaction.

    


    Job Satisfaction and Group Commitment


    Certain tasks in organisations demand working in teams. Team spirit should develop among individuals in such cases. Team spirit is positively related to job satisfaction levels of employees in a developing country (Halepota & Shah, 2011). Randall and Cote (1991) studied that group commitment evolves from social ties of individuals and with job satisfaction in an organisation. When the reference team members provide guidance and support to an individual, his social ties would improve. Further, it generally determines satisfaction with group achievements (Maynard, Mathieu, Marsh, & Ruddy, 2007; Bishop & Scott, 2000). Hence, group commitment of the employee would also increase. Thus, the following hypothesis was developed:


    
      H2:Job satisfaction will be positively related to group commitment.

    


    Participation in Decision Making and Group Learning


    Participation in decision making creates arenas that facilitate ties among individuals and groups with different goals and experiential backgrounds (Chattopadhyay, Glick, Miller, & Huber, 1999). Increase in participation in decision making leads to an increased sharing of existing knowledge among employees of a work group relevant to the functioning of the organisation (Huber, 1991). Organisations that support participation in decision making aide group learning (Kuo, 2011). Participation in decision making may help employees to work with responsibility. In this way, participation may help them to learn by facilitating interaction between them. This led to proposal of the following hypothesis.


    
      H3:Participation in decision making will be positively related to group learning.

    


    Group Learning and Group Commitment


    Learning mainly developed in the psychological field over a long evolutionary history (Wang & Ahmed, 2001). Learning occurs with shared understanding and group dynamics of the members in a work group in an organisation (Pantouvakis & Bouranta, 2013). Learning among group members may develop bonding between them (Limpibunterng & Johri, 2009). This may help them to identify themselves with their respective work groups. It is also believed that learning within a work group benefits commitment of the members towards the group (Johnson & Yang, 2010). This led to the formulation of the following hypothesis:


    
      H4:Group learning will be positively related to group commitment.

    


    Participation in Decision Making and Group Commitment


    Research in general supports a link between participation in decision making and commitment (Appelbaum et al., 2013). Employees often regard participation in decision making as a way to believe that their efforts are being recognised (Giri & Kumar, 2013). Participation in decision making facilitates group performance (Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen & Rosen, 2007). When employees have the ability to participate in decision making, they perceive it as an organisational support that may facilitate group commitment (Kukenberger et al., 2015). Thus, the following hypothesis was proposed:


    
      H5:Participation in decision making will be positively related to group commitment.

    


    Job Satisfaction and Group Learning


    Job satisfaction has been widely researched. It is considered necessary for the members of a work group in order to have group learning. It is believed, learning that an employee receives depends on the level of his satisfaction with job (Goh et al., 2012; Alonderiene, 2010; Chiva & Alegre, 2008). Learning within groups, which is boosted by job satisfaction, is known to facilitate organisational and individual goals (Rowden & Ahmad, 2000). A happy employee often tries to identify with his job and tries to interact and learn from the group members (Wang, 2007). These arguments led to framing of the following hypothesis:


    
      H6:Job satisfaction will be positively related to group learning.
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      Figure 1. Hypothesised model


      Note: PDM = participation in decision making; JS = job satisfaction; GL = group learning; GC = group commitment; + indicates positive impact

    


    METHODOLOGY


    The Sample


    Convenience sampling technique was adopted to identify organisations. Convenience sampling has been adopted for many studies related to organisational behaviour (Verma & Duggal, 2015). The sample consists of employees from different departments namely, human resource, finance, electrical, instrumentation, civil, environment, tender and contract, sales, production, chemical, lab, research and development, and several other departments. Participation of employees in this study was voluntary. Respondents were asked not to disclose their identities so that the identities are anonymous. They were requested to respond to all the questions.


    This procedure entails participation from all regions based on convenience, willingness, interest, and availability of respondents to obtain quality responses (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). The sample includes executives of different departments namely, electrical, mechanical, instrumentation, finance, etc. Participation in the study was voluntary and identities of participants were kept anonymous. Anonymity and confidentiality were preserved in this way leading to more accurate responses. A passive consent approach was adopted. The receipt of a completed questionnaire was left at the discretion of the respondent. The respondents had the liberty of not answering any particular question. However, they were requested to answer leaving out least number of questions.


    The target population of the present study consists of employees belonging to managerial cadre. A total data of 397 employees have been collected from different hierarchical levels, that is, junior, middle, and senior levels. The business organisations comprised of public sector undertakings located in various parts of India. These public sector undertakings were selected in such a way that they represented bauxite mining and petroleum products industries. According to IBEF Report (2016), the oil and gas sector is among the core industries in India and plays a major role in influencing decision making for all the other important sections of the economy. In addition, India’s economic growth is closely related to energy demand; therefore the need for oil and gas is projected to grow more, thereby making the sector quite conducive for investment (IBEF Report, 2016). Electronics, transportation, packaging, and construction industries from all over the world invest in India for buying bauxite thus leading to exports (Aluminium Industry Report, 2016). We personally visited the organisations for collecting data. Data collected from these diverse organisations helped to obtain high statistical power as well as greater occupational heterogeneity (Langelaan, Bakker, van Doornen, & Schaufeli, 2006). The sample was drawn during the period from May 2015 to December 2015.


    Out of the 550 survey questionnaires distributed, 430 (i.e., 78.19%) questionnaires were received. After rejecting the incomplete questionnaires, 397 (i.e., 72.19%) questionnaires were retained for the study. Table 1 shows the different demographic characteristics of the sample.


    Measures


    A scale developed by van Veldhoven and Meijman (1994) measuring participation in decision making consisting of eight items was used (e.g., “Can you discuss work problems with your superior?”). All items were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘always’ to ‘never’.


    Table 1

    Sample characteristics


    
      
        	Demographics

        	
          Classification

        

        	
          Results (%)

        
      


      
        	Gender

        	Male

        	98
      


      
        	

        	Female

        	2
      


      
        	Age-group

        	21–30 years

        	20.2
      


      
        	

        	31–40 years

        	33.2
      


      
        	

        	41–50 years

        	29.5
      


      
        	

        	51–60 years

        	17.1
      


      
        	Marital status

        	Single

        	18.4
      


      
        	

        	Married

        	81.6
      


      
        	Qualification

        	B.E./B.Tech

        	39.6
      


      
        	

        	M.E./M.Tech

        	56.4
      


      
        	

        	Ph.D.

        	4
      


      
        	Level of management

        	Entry

        	46.6
      


      
        	

        	Middle

        	39.3
      


      
        	

        	Senior

        	14.1
      


      
        	Maximum tenure

        	With present employer

        	33 years
      


      
        	

        	In total work life of employee

        	37 years
      

    


    To assess job satisfaction, a scale developed by Warr, Cook & Wall’s (1979) was used which has a total of 15 items. It has two dimensions: intrinsic job satisfaction consisting of seven items (e.g., satisfaction with freedom to choose your own method of working) and extrinsic job satisfaction consisting of eight items (e.g., satisfaction with fellow workers). All items were measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘I am extremely satisfied’ to ‘I am extremely dissatisfied’.


    A scale developed by Bontis, Crossan, and Hulland (2002) was used to assess group learning. It has a total of 10 items (e.g., “In meetings, we seek to understand everyone’s point of view.”). All items were measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’.


    Group commitment was assessed using Ellemers, de Gilder, and van den Heuvel’s (1998) scale. It consisted of seven items (e.g., “I am prepared to do additional work when this benefits my work team”). All items were measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’.


    Statistical Tools and Techniques Used for Data Analysis


    The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and WarpPLS were used to analyse the data. The hypothesised structural equation model emerging from the review of literature was subjected to analysis and fit tests. Descriptive statistics, developing the correlation matrix, and calculating Cronbach’s alpha values of the various measures used in the study have been analysed using SPSS. Partial least squares (PLS) provides many advantages in terms of measurement scales, sample size, and the complexity of the models to be tested as compared with covariance-based structural equation modeling like Lisrel and AMOS (Chin, 2010). The hypothesised model was tested and the conclusions regarding the model fit and acceptance are reported.


    RESULTS


    Outer Model / Measurement Model Validation


    The relationship of observed variables with their respective latent constructs comprises the outer model. Indicator reliability, construct reliability, and construct validity (convergent and discriminant validity) is examined. Convergent validity means all observed variables specified under any particular factor should measure only that factor and not any other factor; whereas, discriminant validity means each factor should be different from other factors measured by a particular set of indicators (Kline, 2015).


    All the indicators in Table 2 have factor loadings that are close to or above .50. The indicators JS1, JS3, JS5, and GL14 had factor loadings of .43, .38, .42, and .47 respectively. Indicator loading is preferred to be greater than .50 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2010). Hence, it was decided to exclude these four indicators from further analysis. In addition, it is evident from Table 3 that all variance inflation factor (VIF) values are less than 5. A rule of thumb rooted in the use of WarpPLS for many structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses in the past, as well as past methodological research, suggests that VIFs of 3.3 or lower avoid issues of multicollinearity and high inter-associations among latent variables (Kock & Lynn, 2012).


    Construct validity is established by composite reliability (CR) values of the construct. Composite reliability is considered to be a superior alternative to Cronbach’s alpha (Chin, 2010). CR measures the sum of a latent variable’s factor loadings relative to the sum of the factor loadings plus error variance. This value ranges from 0 to 1. This value should be greater than .60 for the validity of a construct. CR values above the threshold of .70 indicate strong convergent validity (Hair et al., 2010).


    Table 2

    Outer loadings and cross loadings of indicators


    
      
        	Variable

        	
          PDM

        

        	
          JS

        

        	
          GL

        

        	
          GC

        
      


      
        	PDM1

        	
          .50

        

        	
          .23

        

        	
          .21

        

        	
          .19

        
      


      
        	PDM2

        	
          .54

        

        	
          .31

        

        	
          .35

        

        	
          .24

        
      


      
        	PDM3

        	
          .55

        

        	
          .27

        

        	
          .31

        

        	
          .27

        
      


      
        	PDM4

        	
          .53

        

        	
          .30

        

        	
          .34

        

        	
          .29

        
      


      
        	PDM5

        	
          .73

        

        	
          .42

        

        	
          .38

        

        	
          .24

        
      


      
        	PDM6

        	
          .77

        

        	
          .35

        

        	
          .33

        

        	
          .26

        
      


      
        	PDM7

        	
          .72

        

        	
          .28

        

        	
          .27

        

        	
          .21

        
      


      
        	PDM8

        	
          .70

        

        	
          .28

        

        	
          .29

        

        	
          .30

        
      


      
        	JS2

        	
          .39

        

        	
          .67

        

        	
          .47

        

        	
          .38

        
      


      
        	JS4

        	
          .40

        

        	
          .58

        

        	
          .43

        

        	
          .33

        
      


      
        	JS6

        	
          .18

        

        	
          .51

        

        	
          .33

        

        	
          .31

        
      


      
        	JS7

        	
          .26

        

        	
          .57

        

        	
          .34

        

        	
          .28

        
      


      
        	JS8

        	
          .33

        

        	
          .69

        

        	
          .47

        

        	
          .42

        
      


      
        	JS9

        	
          .34

        

        	
          .59

        

        	
          .37

        

        	
          .34

        
      


      
        	JS10

        	
          .31

        

        	
          .70

        

        	
          .40

        

        	
          .38

        
      


      
        	JS11

        	
          .41

        

        	
          .72

        

        	
          .52

        

        	
          .46

        
      


      
        	JS12

        	
          .38

        

        	
          .62

        

        	
          .38

        

        	
          .28

        
      


      
        	JS13

        	
          .25

        

        	
          .68

        

        	
          .37

        

        	
          .38

        
      


      
        	JS14

        	
          .26

        

        	
          .73

        

        	
          .42

        

        	
          .39

        
      


      
        	JS15

        	
          .17

        

        	
          .62

        

        	
          .39

        

        	
          .36

        
      


      
        	GL1

        	
          .31

        

        	
          .36

        

        	
          .55

        

        	
          .35

        
      


      
        	GL2

        	
          .27

        

        	
          .42

        

        	
          .59

        

        	
          .32

        
      


      
        	GL3

        	
          .32

        

        	
          .41

        

        	
          .58

        

        	
          .39

        
      


      
        	GL5

        	
          .25

        

        	
          .43

        

        	
          .62

        

        	
          .27

        
      


      
        	GL6

        	
          .34

        

        	
          .31

        

        	
          .55

        

        	
          .23

        
      


      
        	GL7

        	
          .27

        

        	
          .38

        

        	
          .65

        

        	
          .33

        
      


      
        	GL8

        	
          .30

        

        	
          .42

        

        	
          .71

        

        	
          .37

        
      


      
        	GL9

        	
          .38

        

        	
          .46

        

        	
          .73

        

        	
          .33

        
      


      
        	GL10

        	
          .30

        

        	
          .45

        

        	
          .72

        

        	
          .37

        
      


      
        	GC1

        	
          .19

        

        	
          .29

        

        	
          .27

        

        	
          .55

        
      


      
        	GC2

        	
          .31

        

        	
          .41

        

        	
          .42

        

        	
          .66

        
      


      
        	GC3

        	
          .20

        

        	
          .33

        

        	
          .29

        

        	
          .67

        
      


      
        	GC4

        	
          .28

        

        	
          .41

        

        	
          .37

        

        	
          .71

        
      


      
        	GC5

        	
          .28

        

        	
          .47

        

        	
          .40

        

        	
          .75

        
      


      
        	GC6

        	
          .37

        

        	
          .49

        

        	
          .46

        

        	
          .81

        
      


      
        	GC7

        	
          .26

        

        	
          .37

        

        	
          .36

        

        	
          .79

        
      

    


    Note: PDM = participation in decision making; JS = job satisfaction; GL = group learning; GC = group commitment


    From Table 3, the composite reliabilities of all variables range from .84 to .89. Moreover, both composite reliability indicators and Cronbach’s alpha values of all the variables are above the threshold value of .70. Hence, measurements have strong convergent validity.


    Table 3

    Results of measurement model and reliability


    
      
        	Variable

        	
          Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha)

        

        	
          CR

        

        	
          AVE

        

        	
          VIF

        
      


      
        	PDM

        	
          .78

        

        	
          .84

        

        	
          .41

        

        	
          1.44

        
      


      
        	JS

        	
          .87

        

        	
          .89

        

        	
          .41

        

        	
          2.04

        
      


      
        	GL

        	
          .81

        

        	
          .86

        

        	
          .41

        

        	
          1.93

        
      


      
        	GC

        	
          .83

        

        	
          .87

        

        	
          .50

        

        	
          1.60

        
      

    


    Note: CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; VIF = variance inflation factor


    As the values for Cronbach’s alpha in Table 3 are well above the recommended threshold of .70, hence the reliability of the measurements is considered valid (Chin, 2010).


    Table 4

    Results of discriminant validity


    
      
        	Variable

        	
          PDM

        

        	
          JS

        

        	
          GL

        

        	
          GC

        
      


      
        	PDM

        	
          (.64)

        

        	
          .48

        

        	
          .49

        

        	
          .39

        
      


      
        	JS

        	
          .48

        

        	
          (.64)

        

        	
          .64

        

        	
          .57

        
      


      
        	GL

        	
          .49

        

        	
          .64

        

        	
          (.64)

        

        	
          .53

        
      


      
        	GC

        	
          .39

        

        	
          .57

        

        	
          .53

        

        	
          (.71)

        
      

    


    Notes: All correlations are significant at p < .001; the diagonal elements represented in shaded gradient are square roots of AVEs of the respective latent variables


    Table 4 presents the correlations among the latent variables with square roots of average variance extracted (AVEs) shown on diagonals. Correlation analysis was employed to examine the relationship among participation in decision making, job satsifaction, group learning, and group commitment. For assessing discriminant validity, bivariate correlation of a construct or variable with other constructs should be less than the square root of AVE of the construct (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016). This is observed for all variables in Table 4. Thus, discriminant validity of the variables PDM, JS, GL, and GC is established.


    Inner Model / Structural Model Validation


    Proposed hypothetical model was prepared in a recursive manner to avoid problems associated with statistical identification (Hair et al., 2016). Figure 2 shows the results of a structural equation modeling analysis aimed at testing the hypothesised effects among the latent variables. The β coefficients for each link are shown near the arrows, and they refer to the standardised regression path coefficients associated with statistically significant effects.


    
      [image: art]


      Figure 2. Structural equation model with standardised estimated parameters


      Notes: β = path coefficients associated with a causal link in the model; ** denotes significant at p < .01; * and dotted arrow denote not significant; R2 = variance explained by the model for a particular endogenous latent variable

    


    The strength of each path of the structural equation model and the variance (R2 coefficients) of the endogenous constructs should be greater than .1 (Hair et al., 2010). Figure 2 shows that the R2 coefficients of endogenous latent variables are greater than .24 (good amount of variance is explained by the hypothesised variables). PDM is an exogenous variable, so there exists no R2 value. As evident in Figure 2 and Table 5, all the significant path coefficients are above .24 except for one path which is insignificant. The values of t-statistics are shown in Table 5. The value for t-statistic above 2.57 is considered significant above .01 level. All the t-statistics of the significant paths are above 2.57 (Hair et al., 2010). Hence, the structural model is validated.


    Model Fit of the Structural Model


    Table 5 shows the model fit indices. All the values of model fit indices like APC, ARS, AARS, AVIF, AFVIF, SPR, RSCR, and NLBCDR fall within the acceptable fit criteria and this indicates a very good model fit.


    Table 5

    Model fit indices


    
      
        	Index

        	Model results

        	Model fit criteria
      


      
        	Average path coefficient (APC)

        	.33, p < .001

        	p < .001
      


      
        	Average R-squared (ARS)

        	.38, p < .001

        	p < .001
      


      
        	Average adjusted R-squared (AARS)

        	.37, p < .001

        	p < .001
      


      
        	Average block variance inflation factor (AVIF)

        	1.72

        	≤ 3.3
      


      
        	Sympson’s paradox ratio (SPR)

        	1.00

        	≥ .7, ideally = 1
      


      
        	Average full collinearity VIF (AFVIF)

        	1.77

        	≤ 3.3
      


      
        	R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR)

        	1.00

        	≥ .9, ideally = 1
      


      
        	Statistical suppression ratio (SSR)

        	1.00

        	≥ .7
      


      
        	Nonlinear bivariate causality direction ratio (NLBCDR)

        	1.00

        	≥ .7
      

    


    RESULTS


    Table 6 shows the hypotheses testing results. The results of the analysis suggest that participation in decision making has a significant and positive relationship with job satisfaction (β = .53, p < .01). Hence, hypothesis 1 was accepted. Job satisfaction has significant relationship with group commitment (β = .36, p < .01). Thus, hypothesis 2 was accepted. Participation in decision making has significant relationship with group learning (β = .24, p < .01). Hence, hypothesis 3 was accepted. Group learning has significant and positive relationship with group commitment (β = .24, p < .01). Hence, hypothesis 4 was accepted. Participation in decision making has no significant relationship with group learning (β = .08, p = .03) though there was a significant bivariate correlation between participation in decision making and group commitment (.39) evident in Table 4. Hence, hypothesis 5 was refuted. Group learning has a significant and positive relationship with job satisfaction (β = .53, p < .01). Hence, hypothesis 6 was accepted.


    Table 6

    Summary of hypothesised relationships


    
      
        	
          Sl. no. of hypothesis

        

        	
          Paths

        

        	
          Path coefficients

        

        	
          t-statistics

        

        	
          Result

        
      


      
        	
          H1

        

        	PDM ➔ JS

        	
          .53**

        

        	
          12.05

        

        	
          Accepted

        
      


      
        	
          H2

        

        	JS ➔ GC

        	
          .36**

        

        	
          8.18

        

        	
          Accepted

        
      


      
        	
          H3

        

        	PDM ➔ GL

        	
          .24**

        

        	
          5.45

        

        	
          Accepted

        
      


      
        	
          H4

        

        	GL ➔ GC

        	
          .24**

        

        	
          5.45

        

        	
          Accepted

        
      


      
        	
          H5

        

        	PDM ➔ GC

        	
          .08*

        

        	
          1.82

        

        	
          Refuted

        
      


      
        	
          H6

        

        	JS ➔ GL

        	
          .53**

        

        	
          12.05

        

        	
          Accepted

        
      

    


    * denotes not significant; ** denotes significant at p < .01 level


    DISCUSSION


    The positive relationship between participation in decision making and the other constructs like job satisfaction in this study lends credence to previous findings that employees value the opportunity to participate in decision making affecting them (Ornoy, 2010). This might be because of the fact that employees have an increasing desire to take part actively in the internal matters of the organisation. The results suggest that Indian public sector undertakings interested in enhancing employee job satisfaction should consider how effectively the employees participate in decision making which has been supported in previous research.


    Job satisfaction is positively related to group learning. This is consistent with previous research findings (Goh et al., 2012). Learning among individuals in an organisation occurs only when there is a supportive work environment. It intends to provide job satisfaction to the employees. When employees are satisfied with their job and co-workers, the social ties of the employees get strengthened. Hence, sharing of existing knowledge within the members or group learning takes place.


    Another interesting finding was that participation in decision making has no significant relationship with group commitment. This may be due to the fact that not all employees share the equal amount of participation in decision making in a work group. Employees who are senior may enjoy a slightly higher amount of participation compared to junior employees. Hence, this could lead to demoralisation of the rest of the employees who have lesser right to participate in making decisions. A work group is identified by its group cohesiveness. Unequal distribution of power leads to low group cohesiveness. The performance of a group is viewed collectively. Group performance and individual performance are viewed from group perspective and individual perspective respectively. Thus, when the group cohesiveness is hindered, it also hinders the level of group commitment of the employees in a work group.


    Group learning was found to have a positive and significant relationship with group commitment. The present finding is in accordance with previous research (Limpibunterng & Johri, 2009). This is because group learning increases communication among the group members. This helps to build strong social ties. Thus, guidance and support are exhibited by the group members towards each other. Problem-solving skills are enhanced. The feeling of identification of an employee towards his work group increases gradually. Affective commitment towards the work group also increases. In this way, when all the work group employees share a common level of understanding about different job related issues and they are attached with common organisational goals, their commitment towards their work group is facilitated.


    Results indicate that participation in decision making is positively and significantly related to group learning as supported by past research (Chattopadhyay et al., 1999). When employees enjoy participation in decision making, they intend to learn, disseminate knowledge within groups, and help in the effective functioning of the organisation. Learning occurs as a result of working over years, or in other words, experience gathered while working on different work aspects over time. Participation means each individual has been assigned some task or responsibility. Participation makes every group member interact with each other to serve the purpose of work. If any member has to clear a work-related query, he will seek help from fellow group members. In this process, group learning takes place.


    It is evident that job satisfaction has a significant and positive relationship with group commitment as studied in the past (Bishop & Scott, 2000). Identification and attachment with the group can be improved by providing supportive work groups and providing recognition within the reference groups for good work. When members of a work group of an individual provide support and guidance in work, the satisfaction obtained by good work will help in observing significant amount of group commitment. Job satisfaction helps members gain a positive feeling about their work. They feel their effort is recognised by management. They feel happy about the fact that their contribution is evident through success of their work group. As this happens, they begin to recognise themselves as important part of their work group. This form of recognising and identifying with the respective work groups leads to building group commitment.


    THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS


    These findings carry many implications for Indian managers. It is important to identify the different ways to increase commitment and develop measures to improve the same. Unlike in Western cultures, Asians often prefer to work in groups. Collectivist tendencies exist among Asians. There are differences not only in cultures, but also in economic systems. These include the extent to which organisations carry out business and the rules and regulations of governance. South Asian countries, like India, have good business potential as it has high economic growth (Pathardikar, Sahu, & Jaiswal, 2016). Indians have the essence of ‘collectivism’ (Hofstede, 1980). Hence, they prefer to work and take decisions collectively. This fact can be leveraged by managers by putting individuals specialising in a particular area together in a work.


    Certain tasks are performed individually and also, certain tasks demand collective work in the CPSEs. Individual responses from respondents were obtained for their extent of participation, learning and commitment for this study. Hence, the findings would be relevant to all organisations which function in a similar manner as that of the CPSEs.


    Also, experienced employees can work together for good team productivity. Since learning demands cordial relations among employees, this aspect has to be leveraged by the managers to increase group commitment of employees. In addition, this study demonstrates that job satisfaction is positively related to group commitment and group learning. Managers should ensure that highly skilled employees with long tenures work together so that maximum productivity is achieved and the experience passes on to all employees while they share and discuss work.


    MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS


    The results of this study have certain important implications for managers in Indian workforce. Managers should emphasise on making every employee share certain task or responsibility so that they feel they are contributing towards the success of the organisation. Through participation in decision making, managers can ensure that employees are satisfied and they learn within work groups.


    Because participation in decision making is found to play a significant role in job satisfaction, delegating tasks within a work group to meet deadlines is likely to enhance the level of interaction among members. Alonderiene (2010) stated that group learning is an important variable found in work groups. Interaction enhances learning within groups. As group learning is found to be responsible for group commitment, managers should ensure that group members have good rapport and cordial relations. Thus, participation in organisations that focuses on enhancing group learning would help to increase group commitment.


    With employees experiencing job satisfaction, they will be very happy and content with the kind of work they do. Hence, they will be interested in the type of work they perform. Additionally, they will be able to adapt and learn new changes and techniques in work. Also, group learning has its ability to facilitate group commitment. Hence, managers can focus on making employees satisfied and providing them with certain responsibility so that they learn over the process of working and develop a sense of identification and recognition with the work group.


    CONCLUSION


    Participation in decision making is highly desired for managing work groups and individuals working in a work group based environment. Since participation in matters and policies of the organisation makes the employee feel a sense of belongingness towards the organisation, their levels of behavioural outcomes are impacted. Most importantly, effective management of jobs by delegating power throughout all levels of hierarchy would produce positive results to influence group learning and group commitment of employees within a work group.


    The managers of public sector undertakings should focus on participation by every potential employee in day-to-day work issues. In this manner, the managers would be able to tap the skills and knowledge of potential employees towards the effective functioning of the organisation. The practice of participative management makes the employee feel empowered to be able to work efficiently and it enhances job satisfaction. Managers should clarify the role and processes of participation and ensure expectations of employees are realistic and equitable. Maintaining a constant dialogue with employees is one way of avoiding misunderstandings and promoting positive outcomes.


    LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE SCOPE OF RESEARCH


    Despite its contributions, the present study has certain limitations. This study specifically includes Indian public sector undertakings. Thus, the results of the study should be used carefully while applying to other companies such as multinational companies (MNCs). The diverse sample from different MNCs could lead to better understanding of the model. The study considers the cross-sectional data only. This generates a future scope of testing causality with longitudinal data. Whereas, participation is a dynamic process and in order to firmly show relationships, the use of longitudinal study is necessary. Gauging the impact of participative management interventions and team learning interventions on various organisational and behavioural outcomes can be a scope for future researchers. Future research can also be carried with larger sample from different locations across different industries, which would improve the generality of the findings. In addition, research can be extended to other sectors like health care, education, services, and communication so that the findings can have larger implications.
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Years_sch 0057 (0.033) 0050 (0077)* 0062 (0.0230)"

Certificate Levels

0087 (033)** 0166 (07037y* 0184 (0.1887)"
0135 (0.024)" 0241 Q45" 0248 (012)"

MCEMCEV 0214 (079)%** 0400 (0162°* 0476 (0.085)"*
HSC 0338 (0153 0462 (03238 0591 0094
Diploma 0551 (0219)** 0526 (0497)™* 0674 (0091)***
University degree 0851 (0221y** 0672 (0500 0851 (0113)*
EXP 0013 (0.004)** 0020 (0001)* 0035 (0006)***
EXP? 0002 (0000)*** 0002 (0000 0001 (0.000)**
Prof 0491 (0085)*** 0376 (O.111)"** 0493 (0.084)**
Tech & Assc_prof 0835 (0074*** 0795 (0.098)** 0824 (0.069)**
Manager 0203 (00831)** 0338 (0120 0424 (0110)***
Clerical 0580 (0.0746)** 0542 (0104)"** 0368 (0074)™**
Sales 0343 (0.078)** 0287 (0092)™** 0366 (0057)***
Agricultural 0077 (0.058) 0065 (006)™ 0311 (0139)"**
Craft_trade 0548 (QI4)*T 0636 (01527 0454 (0161
Plant_machine 0533 (0096)*** 0466 (0.113)** 0356 (0.070)**

Years of Schooling-Dropout (Dummy)
6 years _ _ _ _ _ _
7-8 years
9 years
10 years
11 years
2 years

13 years
14-16 years _ _ _ _ _ _
_cons 8726 (0425 0863 (0327 7576 (0321)
Observations 1959 761 164

3 0506 0380 0375

H,; Schooling level dummies =0 F(16, 1042)= 11469 F(21.739)=2285  F(25, 1618)=4324
Hy: Schooling year dummies
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2002

« TECHN. PLANT
Quilification. PROF MANG g=noh CLRC SALES AGRI CRAFT ¢ ELEM TOTAL
LCE 03 03 1223 07 12 13 28 100
MCEV 20 24 2131 00 15 14 21 318
HSC 05 07 08 12 o1 00 01 00 02 36
Diploma 39 25 51 27 01 00 00 00 01 144
Univenity 100 55 17 08 02 00 01 00 00 183
Degree
Prinary 02 07 18 04 52 03 13 21 86 206
below
primary
Toal 169 11 178 184 10 10 42 48 138 10000
2007
« TECHN. PLANT
Quilification PROF MANG gonon CIRC SALES AGRI CRAFT ¢ AW ELEM
Lce 01 05 15 08 90 00 14 14 45
MCEV 24 37 88 68 108 02 02 02 42
HSC 01 04 20 06 02 00 00 01 01
Dipma 10 05 08 04 05 00 01 02 00
Unvesiy 34 37 41 10 03 00 01 01 01
Degree
Primary 04 02 16 03 90 01 08 14 &1 209 13
below
primary
Toal 74 90 188 99 298 03 26 52 170 1000
2012
TECHN. PLANT
Quiifcatin PROF MANG grnfh CIRC SALES AGRI CRAFT giiyr ELEM
LcE 05 02 06 06 14 00 06 25 46
05
MCEV 151 150053 B2 06 07 30 47 46 343
HSC 03 02 09 11 14 00 01 03 02 45 45
Diplma 32 06 49 14 12 01 00 00 02 116 25
Unvesiy 102 21 25 05 05 02 00 00 00 160 215
Degree
Prinary 03 02 04 02 38 03 03 05 33 93 0
below
primary

Toal 160 44 108 91 35 12 17 63 130 1000
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planning
Current (N) Received (N*1)  Despatch of the Placing (N+3)
Fane month weekly  month forecast ordered parts from  order to second fier
order fulfilments  from anto company  second fier supplier  supplier (188 units)
(240 units) (200 units) for N+2 (170 units)
Current month Received (N+1) Despatch of the Placing (N+3)
b weekly order month forecast from  ordered parts from  order o second tier
¥ fulfilments (total ~ auto company (200 second tier supplier  supplier (220 units)
200 units) units) for N+2 (188 units)
Current month weekly Received (N+1)  Despatchofthe  Placing (N+3)
P order fulfilments month forecast ordered parts from  order to second

(total 200 units)

auto company (180
units)

second tier supplier
for N+2 (220 units)

tier supplier
(222 units)*
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New vehicle sales in Australia (AU) - March 2015*

Toyota Mazda Hyundat Holden Nissan Mitsubishi
Tmport sales volume 19.082 10217 8.709 8571 7.138 6307
Tmport (%) 1975 1058 9.01 887 739 653
Company core process  Import & Tmport Tmport Tmport & Tmport Tmport
manufacturing manufacturing
No. of employees ~ AU 3874 251 250 2,900 300 300
Country of import Japan, Thailand, Japan Korea Korea, Thailand,  Japan, USA. Tapan
Usa Usa
Tmport models Yaris, FTS6, Mazda2, Hyundai Accent, Holden Colorado, Nissan Pulsar,  Mitsubishi Lancer,
Corolla, Kluger, ~ Mazda 3, Hyundai 20, HoldenBarina, ~ NissanTiida, ~ Mitsubishi Mirage,
Hilux, Tarage Mazda6, HyundaiElantra, HoldenBarina ~ Nissan Micra,  Mitsubishi ASX.
Prius, Prius Mazda MX5, Hyundai i30, Spark Nissan Almera,  Mitsubishi Outlander,
Prius C, Prado,  etc. Hyundai 40, Nissan Altima,  Mitsubishi Challenger,
LC200, LCT0, Hyundai Sonata, Nissan370Z,  Mitsubishi Pajero
FJ Cruier, RAV4, Hyundai Nissan Dualis,
ete IMAX Nissan Juke.
Nissan Qashqai,

Shipment lead time

‘Nissan X-Trail,
‘Nissan Murano,
‘Nissan Pathfinder

Japan, Thailand, & Korea: 1.5-3 weeks: and USA: 5-7 weeks
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Model 1

Wages 2002 2007 2012
Coef  StdEm  Coef  Std Em _ Coef  Std.Em
Years_sch 0125 (0009)** 0128 (0.014)** 0131 (0.007)***
EXP 0013 (0004)* 0021 (0.008)* 0036 (0.006)***
EXP? 0010 (0.000)*** 0015 (0.000)** 0015 (0.000)***
Certificates Levels
Primary - - - - - -
LCE - - - - - -
MCE/MCEV - - - - - -
HSC - - - - - -
Diploma - - - - - -
University degree - - - - - -
Prof 0321 (0.084)*** 0240 (OIID*™* 0345 (0056
Tech & Assc_prof 0826 (00735 0772 (0.096)* 0842 (0.155)***
Manager 0103 (0082)** 0335 (0.115* 0287 (0.091)**
Clerical 0573 (0.070)** 0526 (0.099)** 0138 (0.040)***
Sales 0365 (0.078)** 0283 (0.0895)*** 0080 (0.141)*
Agricultural 0051 (00665 0618 (0.779)* 0080 (0040)*
Craft_trade 0564 (0.123)** 0607 (0.146)°** 0242 (0015
Plant_machine 0551 (0.096)*** 0434 (0.116*** 0156 (0.069)"
_cons 6857 (0.133)** 8872 (0223)** 8001 (0.129)*
Observations 1959 761 1643
R 0378 0369 03606

H,: Schooling level dummies =

Hy: Schooling year dummies = 0
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Constructs 1 3 4 s 6 7 8
Agreeableness 0.8

Competitive IWE 021 080

Conscientiousness 031 012 085

Effort IWE 030 054 030 079

Neuroticism 020 020 039 027 076

Extraversion 013 002 -021 -021 -026 083
Openness-to-experience 038 036 036 047 028 -009 084
Transparent WE 031 057 019 038 014 -005 025 079
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T-Stats

Hypo Relationship Bea SE (V) Palues  Result

HI  Conscientiousness — Competitive INE  -004 010 040 069 Not supported
H2  Agreeableness — Competitive IWE 003 010 033 074 Not supported
H3  Extraversion — Competitive IWE 013 010 126 021 Not supported
H4  OTE — Competitive INE 031 000 351°* 000 Supported

H5  Neuroticism — Competitive IWE 010 011 090 037 Not supported
H6  Conscientiousness — Effort IWE 004 000 046 0 Not supported
H7  Agreeableness — Effort IWE 013 008 173 008 Supported

HS  Extraversion — Effort IWE 004 000 051 061 Not supported
HY  OTE — Effort INE 034 008 433°* 000 Supported
HI0  Neuroticism — Effort IWE -017 008 225" 003  Supported
HIl  Conscientiousness — Transparent IWNE 004 000 047 064 Not supported
HI2  Agreeableness — Transparent IWE 018 010 178 008  Supported
HI3  Extraversion — Transparent INE 001 012 006 096 Not supported
HI4 OTE — Transparent IWE 013 011 120 023 Not supported
HIS  Neuroticism — Transparent IWE 004 011 032 075 Not supported
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Variable AVE  RSquare  « CR PEE  SOP STS TST WOM

PEE 0771 0000 0501 0931 0878

sop 0784 0464 0908 0936 0435  0.885

STS 0721 0405 0871 0912 0637 0557 0849

TST 0656 0114 0869 0905 0337 0579 0391 0810

WOM 0698 0411 0784 0874 0498 0497 0628 0363 0835
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Mean SD EO MP FR KM TU BU
Entrepreneurialcompetency (E0) ~ 412 025 0.7
Marketing capability (MP) 474 036 042 079
Financial resources (OR) 434 042 057 051 073
Knowledge sharing (KM) 321 065 052 025 032 071
Technology usage (TU) 415 012 062 033 040 032 080
Business success (BS) 432 066 065 062 041 032 055 071
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Research Hypothesis

No _ Hypothesis Paih Path coefficient () __ tvalue _ Supported
1 H1 PEE — STS 0.637 12,564 Yes
2 H2 PEE — TST 0337 5240 Yes
5 H3 STS — SOP 0390 6.334 Yes
6 H4 STS — WOM 0.574 10315 Yes
7 HS TST — SOP 0426 7384 Yes
8 H6 TST — WOM 0.139 2.298 Yes
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Northern Southern East Coast  East
Factors region  region  region Malaysia tvalue Significant

(0=57) (@=55) @=48) (a=45)
Entrepreneurial competency 421 3.98 4.05 4.02 1.01 0.56
Marketing capability 417 428 422 4.01 1.00 0.58
Financial resources 413 4.05 412 410 022 055
Knowledge sharing 31 311 3.06 3.00 0.11 0.61
Technology usage 4.03 412 422 411 1.01 052

Business success 428 423 402 411 1.05 022






