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Abstract—In the light of the importance of banks to the 

economic growth process in Ghana, this study sought to identify 

the determinants of effective leadership style that is appreciated 

by employees in retail banking firms in Ghana, towards 

providing practitioners with crucial information that could 

enable them make informed decisions towards improving the 

workplace. Using data collected from employees in eleven firms 

which were analyzed using the AMOS programme, minimum 

was achieved for the leadership measurement model and the 

goodness of fit statistics showed that the overall model fit quite 

well to the data. Based on the findings from both factor analysis 

and Confirmatory factor analysis, the study established that 

managers of retail banks in Ghana could be perceived by their 

employees as good leaders if they give employees full credit for 

the work that they do. Handling employee issues very well and 

taking care of their complaints as well as putting in place systems 

for enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist 

departments or management positions are also perceived as good 

determinant of leadership. It is therefore hypothesized that 

managers of retail banks in Ghana could be perceived as good 

leaders by employees if they are seen as giving employees full 

credit for the work that they employees do at the workplace, 

handling employee issues very well and taking care of complaints 

brought up by employees, as well as putting in place systems for 

enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist 

departments or management positions are also perceived as good 

leaders.   

Keywords—Leadership indicator; leadership style; 

confirmatory factor analysis; retail banks; Ghana 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The level of financial market development is known to 
have an impact on the economy of a nation. In this vein, the 
level of banking development and stock market liquidity also 
impact on the economy of a country. A long line of research 
posits a causal relationship between finance and economic 
growth ([1]). Evidence from both single-country and cross-
country studies suggests that economies with more developed 
financial markets begin to grow earlier, attain higher growth 
rates and achieve higher levels of per capita income than 
economies with less developed financial markets  ([1]) .  

Many empirical studies have also followed an earlier study 
by [2] in which differences across space and time was 

exploited to identify a causal link between finance and 
development, and recent research has focused on the 
mechanisms underlying that relationship. Reference [1] has 
also examined how banking institutions affect economic 
activity. This was based on the thought that financial 
intermediaries improve resource allocation and fund projects 
with higher rates of return by matching borrowers and lenders 
efficiently and by monitoring firm behavior ([3], [4], [5], [6], 
[7]). Thus the effective functioning of a country’s financial 
system enhances the smooth implementation of its 
macroeconomic policies. Motivated by this view, governments 
in most African countries, including Ghana began to 
implement financial sector reforms starting in the late 1980s as 
part of their broad market reforms.  

The major goals of these reforms are to build more 
efficient, competitive robust and deeper financial markets. Key 
aspect of the reforms include the (i) deregulation of the 
financial sub-sector through privatization of state-owned banks, 
(ii) influx of private banks, and (iii) registration of non-bank 
financial institutions, as well as the emergence of new products 
development and accompanying new processes enhancing 
financial service delivery by the banks. In the case of Ghana, 
these reforms have led to substantial growth of the banking 
sector. There were only 8 retail banks in the country in 1990. In 
2009, this number went up to 26 in 2009, Ghana had 26 banks 
(up from 8 in 1990) with a total of 656 branches. In addition, 
there were also a number of financial service institutions such 
as insurance companies, investment houses, rural banks, stock 
exchange, cooperative credit unions, savings and loan 
institutions, mutual funds, and other microfinance institutions. 
The new generation private sector banks which were 
established during the last two decades have gained a 
substantial market share from the older state-owned banks ([8], 
[9]).  

Managing rapid growth has always entailed enormous 
human resource challenges, even in advanced countries with 
larger pools of skilled employees and managerial talents. 
Companies operating in high growth sectors face the challenge 
of hiring and assimilating large numbers of new employees, 
providing new knowledge and skills to existing employees and 
addressing the needs for a rapid expansion of leadership 
capability.  Providing growth-oriented leadership requires 
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attentiveness to employees, economic, social and emotional 
needs. The banking sector in Ghana is therefore faced with 
leadership and human resource management challenges. These 
include finding the right caliber of managers to employ, 
ensuring their commitment to their organizations and reducing 
their desire to switch to competitor companies, due to apparent 
dissatisfaction with their jobs. These challenges have been 
elaborately discussed in Western management literature. 
Studies have shown that job satisfaction impacts an employee’s 
turnover intention, absenteeism and overall commitment to 
their organizations ([10]).  It therefore impacts employees’ 
overall contribution to organizational goal fulfilment and 
therefore organizational performance ([11], [12], [13]). The 
prevailing understanding is that when an employee is 
dissatisfied with his work, he is less committed and will look 
for opportunities to quit. If opportunities are unavailable, they 
may emotionally or mentally “withdraw” from the 
organization. Employee attrition is a major cost to rapidly 
growing companies. First, they lose the knowledge that the 
employee has built up over years of employment. Second there 
is the additional cost of replacing and training new employees. 
In the banking sector, where customer satisfaction depends 
very much on the relationships between employees and 
customers, this loss can be significant to some retail banks. 
Antecedents of job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
found in previous studies include ([14]), organizational culture 
([15]), and national culture ([16]).  

In the light of the importance of banks to the economic 
growth process in Ghana (just as in other countries) there is a 
great need to understand the leadership style of managers that 
is appreciated by employees in the management of the work 
place. This could lead to improvements in workplaces, helping 
managers to remain satisfied and continue in their jobs. From a 
practical standpoint, it is vital to provide practitioners with 
crucial information that could enable them to make informed 
decisions in the areas of recruitment, selection, promotion, and 
training. Thus, this study deals with issues that are potentially 
important for researchers and practitioners alike.  

The purpose of this study was therefore to examine the 
influence of cultural values on job satisfaction and the 
organizational commitment of bank managers in Ghana. The 
main objective of this research is to improve academic and 
practitioners’ understanding of the determinants of effective 
leadership style in the retail banking sector in Ghana. 

II. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Previous studies have suggested that there is a strong link 
between the development of a competitive financial sector in a 
country and its economic growth prospects. For example, [17], 
based on a cross-section sample of 41 countries for the period 
1980-1990, found that increased concentration in banking 
markets generally depresses industrial growth, but also boosts 
the growth of industries that depend relatively heavily on 
external sources of finance. Similarly, based on data for 
regional banking markets in Italy, higher concentration has 
been found to promote firm creation in industries where the 
creditworthiness of entrepreneurs is difficult to assess ([18]). 
Conversely, [19] has found that more competition in banking 
markets raises the growth of industries that depend relatively 

heavily on external financing. This finding by [19] was 
contrasted by [20] who rather concluded that more competition 
in banking markets lowers the growth of industries that depend 
relatively heavily on external financing. This observation 
therefore reinforces the notion (supported by recent empirical 
evidence) that bank competition fosters industrial growth 
([19]), and particularly, helps in the financing of private and 
small firms that are perceived to be engine of economic growth 
([21]). This is based on the understanding that competitive 
systems may lead to easier access to external financing 
because, with more market power, banks are more inclined to 
invest in information acquisition and relationships with 
borrowers ([19]).  

On the contrary, when banking systems are less 
competitive, hold-up problems may lead borrowers to be less 
willing to enter such relationships, thereby lowering the 
effective demand for external financing ([19]). Less-
competitive banking systems are also perceived to be more 
costly and exhibit a lower quality of services, thereby lowering 
the effective demand for external financing and thus 
encouraging less growth ([22]). Against the background given 
above, there is the need to understand how bank management 
processes in Ghana can contribute to job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment and thereby lead to the 
improvement of the banks’ relationships with their customers 
towards increased firm performance while contributing to the 
country’s economic growth. One strand of management 
research that has a strong promise theoretical promise for the 
present study is the Person–Organization (PO) Fit framework. 
It highlights the compatibility between people and the 
organizations in which they work ([23]). This framework can 
be used to examine (a) how employee selection and career 
development can serve as a first step in developing a high 
performing banking industry culture, where employees show 
commitment to both their organizations and their external 
stakeholders (i.e. customers).  

The PO Fit concept suggests that an individual’s attitudes 
and behaviors are influenced by the extent to which the 
organization and the individual are similar or have a fit on 
certain characteristics ([24]). Typical characteristics that are 
examined the individual’s and the environment’s values, goals, 
and traits ([25], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30]). The fit between the 
individual and the organization has been related to various 
attitudinal and behavioral outcomes such as job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to quit, turnover, and 
task performance ([31], [32], [33], [34]). The fit between the 
individual and the organization with regard to organizational 
strategy ([24]) and organizational commitment (e.g., [35], [25], 
[36], [30], [37], [38], [39], [40]) have also been examined.  
However, research has not examined the fit between employee 
selection and career development with regard to organizational 
culture.  

In the light of the above discussions, this study sought to 
hypothesize the dominant indicators perceived by employees as 
characterizing good leadership styles in retail banks in Ghana. 
Thus, our initial literature review suggested that the model 
presented in figure 1 below could guide our empirical 
investigation. The indicator labels for the model are shown in 
table 1. 



 

Fig. 1. Structured model of relationship between leadership style and 

indicator variables using AMOS graphics. 

TABLE 1. INDICATOR VARIABLES OF LEADERSHIP STYLE IN RETAIL BANKS 

Measurable Factors Label in 

Model 

Supervisors and employees understanding each other. BQ1 

Managers noticing employees in good ways upon doing 

good jobs. 

BQ2 

Managers providing help to employees on hard problems. BQ3 

Managers giving good training to employees. BQ4 

Managers delegating work to staff members. BQ5 

Supervisors giving employees full credit for the work done. BQ6 

Managers handling employee issues very well. BQ7 

Managers backing employees up with good administration. BQ8 

Managers taking care of complaints brought up by 

employees. 

BQ9 

Managers’ competence in making decisions. BQ10 

Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into 

specialist departments or management positions. 

BQ11 

 

Managers ensuring that staff members have full knowledge 

of the firm’s products/services. 

BQ12 

Managers ensuring that staff members acquire effective 

client-customer relationship skills. 

 

BQ13 

Managers ensuring that staff members are fully trained in 

how to work with maximum effect. 

BQ14 

 

Managers increasing the confidence, motivation and 

commitment of staff. 

BQ15 

Managers providing staff with recognition, enhanced 

responsibility and, the possibility of increased pay and 
promotion. 

   BQ16 

Managers giving staff a feeling of personal satisfaction and 

achievement 

   BQ17 

 

III. METHODOLOGY 

A. Data Collection  

Data was sourced from nine (9) financial institutions in 
Ghana that are engaged in retailing data. In order to gain an 
unhindered access to target employees, in these banks, the 
support and approval of top management for the study was 
firstly sought and obtained.  

A stratified random sampling technique was then used to 
select the respondents from each of the retail banks. The 
stratification was based on the respondents’ position in the 
firms (i.e. managerial and non-managerial. Data entailing 
seventeen (17) leadership style indicators was collected using a 
self-administering questionnaire.  

The demographic characteristics of the respondents in 
terms of their gender, organizational status, age, highest 
educational level attained, and the number of years worked 
with the banks is highlighted below. The gender of the bank 
employees who served as study respondents is summarized in 
table 2 below.  

TABLE 2. GENDER DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS 

 

Gender 

 

Frequency 

(N) 

 

Percent 

 

Valid 

Percent  

 

Cumulative 

Percent  

Male  146 51.8 51.8 51.8 

Female  136 48.2 48.2 100.0 

Total  282 100.0 100.0  
 

 

The distribution shows that 51.8 % (N=146) of the 282 
study respondents were males while 48.2 % (N=136) were 
females. Though it appears from this statistics that there were 
more males than females, the closeness of the percentage 
provides a fair sense of sample representation in terms of 
respondents’ gender.  

The stratification of the study respondents into managerial 
and non-managerial categories is highlighted in table 3 below.  

TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF RESPONDENTS’’ POSITION IN THE BANKS 

Position  Frequency 

(N) 

Percent Valid 

Percent  

Cumulative 

Percent  

Managerial  57 20.2 20.2 20.2 

Non-managerial  225 79.8 79.8 100.0 

Total 282 100 100.0  

 
The distribution shows that out of the sample 282 

respondents, 20.2 % (N=57) hold managerial status in the 
banks, while the remaining 79.8 % (N=225) were general staff 
members with no managerial responsibilities. This distribution 
indicates a fair representation of span of control (supervisor – 
employees) in the banks in where a manager is expected to 
directly supervise an average of five employees.  

The age distribution of the study respondents is 
summarized in table 4 below. The distribution shows that 
majority (61.7 %) of the respondents were mid-career 
employees (N = 174) whose age ranged from 30 years to 49 
years. 



TABLE 4. AGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS 

Age Range Frequency 

(N) 

Percent Valid 

Percent  

Cumulative 

Percent  

20-29 years 101 35.8 35.8 35.8 

30-39 years 120 42.6 42.6 78.4 

40-49 years 54 19.1 19.1 97.5 

50-59 years 7 2.5 2.5 100.0 

Total 282 100.0 100.0  

 
One hundred and one (35.8 %) of the respondents were also 

in the prime of their careers with age that ranged from 20 years 
to 29 years. Only 2.5 % (N = 7) of the 260 study respondents 
were at the epic stage of their careers with age range of 50 
years to 59 years. The study respondents thus represent a fair 
collective of matured bank employees.  

The categorization of the highest level of educational 
qualification attained by the study participants is highlighted in 
table 5 below.  

TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS’ LEVELS OF EDUCATION 

Level of 

Education  

Frequency 

(N) 

Percent 

 

Valid 

Percent  

Cumulative 

Percent  

Certificate 5 1.8 1.8 1.8 

Diploma 16 5.7 5.7 7.4 

Degree 160 56.7 56.7 64.2 

Post graduate 94 33.3 33.3 97.5 

Other 7 2.8 2.8 100 

Total 282 100.0 100.0  

 
The distribution in table 4 above shows that majority of the 

respondents were highly educated as it is indicated by a total of 
90.0 % (N = 254) respondents who are university degree 
holders education, and the 7.5 % (N = 21) who are diploma and 
certificate holders. The categorization of the number of years 
the study participants have been working in their organizations 
is summarized in table 6 below. 

TABLE 6. SUMMARY OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS WORK YEARS IN THE BANKS 

 

Working 

Years 

 

Frequency 

(N) 

 

Percent 

 

Valid 

Percent 

 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Less than I 

year 
33 11.7 11.7 11.7 

1-2 years 59 20.9 20.9 32.6 

3-4 years 76 27.0 27.0 59.6 

5-6 years 50 17.7 17.7 77.3 

7-8 years 36 12.8 12.8 90.1 

9-10 years 10 3.5 3.5 93.6 

11+ years 18 6.4 6.4 100.0 

Total 282 100.0 100.0  

 
The distribution in table 5 above shows that a vast majority 

of the respondents, comprising about 67.4 % (N = 190) have 
been working with their banks for a time period of not less than 
three years. As it is deducible from the table, 22.7 % (N = 64) 
have worked in their banks for a time period of more than 
seven years, while 44.7 % (N = 126) have worked for a period 
ranging from three years to six years. Only 11.7 % (N = 33) of 
the respondents have spent less than a year in their 
organizations. This implies that on the average, the study 

participants are fairly knowledgeable about the managerial and 
structural characteristics of their work environments.  

B. Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics was first conducted to test the 
normality of the responses distribution using the Shapiro-Wilk 
test of normality since the sample size (N = 282) for the study 
is less than 2000. T-test was then carried out using the SPSS 
software to check the hypothetic predictiveness of the tested 
indicators. Both factor analysis and confirmatory factor 
analysis were then conducted to test the measurement model by 
using the analysis of moment structures (AMOS) programme 
to estimate the factor score weights (regression weights or path 
coefficients) for the indicator variables (observed variables) 
relating to the latent variable (i.e. leadership style). The 
indicator test value or factor loading for predictive significance 
was set at 70 percent as based on the proposition by [41]. The 
AMOS graphic statistical software was used as the analytical 
tool. 

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this section, the outputs from the test of normality and 
the one sample t-test for the leadership indicators are appraised. 
The measured factors (regression weights) predictive of 
leadership style, organizational culture, national culture, 
employee characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and organizational performance are analyzed, and 
the factors with the requisite predictive characteristics are also 
determined. At the start of the analysis, the predicted model 
structure (see figure 1) outlining the relationship among the 
various model components (i.e. leadership style, organizational 
culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational 
performance) was loaded into the AMOS software. The AMOS 
software recognized each of these components as latent 
variables and thus was not able to provide a model fit for the 
predicted model structure (i.e. figure 1). In this respect 
therefore, each of the latent variables in the predicted model 
structure was model-fitted to its measurable factors in the 
AMOS software. This allowed for the performance of 
confirmatory factor analysis and the subsequent estimation of 
individual factor loadings which weights were analyzed and 
used to characterize the respective components of the predicted 
model structure from latent variables into measured variables. 
In the confirmatory factor analysis, the factor score weights 
(i.e. regression estimates) for each factor in the respective 
scales (i.e. leadership style, organizational culture, national 
culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance) 
constituting the relationship outlined by the model in figure 1) 
were firstly generated from the AMOS software and then 
appraised in order to identify the most appropriate factor that 
could be used as the most representative in testing relationship 
professed in the predicted model (figure 1). 

A. Test of Normality for the Measureed Indicators of 

Leadership Style in Retail Banks 

The statistics for normality of the leadership style 

indicators obtained from the SPSS are shown in table 7 below. 



TABLE 7. STATISTICS FOR THE NORMALITY TEST OF THE LEADERSHIP STYLE 

INDICATORS IN THE BANKS 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Supervisor and 

employee 

understanding each 
other 

0.313 256 0.000 0.761 256 0.000 

Employees are 

noticed in good ways 

by managers when 
they do good jobs 

0.304 256 0.000 0.823 256 0.000 

Managers provide 

help to employees on 
hard problems 

0.295 256 0.000 0.839 256 0.000 

Managers give good 

training to 

employees 

0.340 256 0.000 0.780 256 0.000 

Managers delegate 

work to staff 

members 

0.300 256 0.000 0.789 256 0.000 

Supervisors give 
employees full credit 

for the work they do 

0.305 256 0.000 0.826 256 0.000 

Managers handle 
employee issues very 

well 

0.220 256 0.000 0.880 256 0.000 

Managers back 
employees up with 

good administration 

0.320 256 0.000 0.834 256 0.000 

Managers take care 

of complaints 
brought up by 

employees 

0.257 256 0.000 0.864 256 0.000 

The competence of 
managers in making 

decisions 

0.307 256 0.000 0.850 256 0.000 

Managers enhance 

employees’ career 
advancement into 

specialist 

departments or 
management 

positions 

0.224 256 0.000 0.882 256 0.000 

Managers ensure that 
staff have full 

knowledge of the 

firm’s 
products/services 

0.302 256 0.000 0.808 256 .000 

Managers ensure that 

staff acquire 

effective client-
customer 

relationship skills  

0.293 256 0.000 0.789 256 0.000 

Managers ensure that 
staff are fully trained 

in how to work with 

maximum effect  

0.297 256 0.000 0.821 256 0.000 

Managers increase 

the confidence, 

motivation and 
commitment of staff  

0.262 256 0.000 0.868 256 0.000 

Managers provide 
staff with 

recognition, 

enhanced 

responsibility and, 

the possibility of 

increased pay and 
promotion  

0.268 256 0.000 0.878 256 .000 

Managers give staff 

a feeling of personal 
satisfaction and 

achievement 

0.207 256 0.000 0.877 256 0.000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 

It is observed from table 7 above that the p-values (labeled 

as sig) for the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for all the 

indicators (p = 0.000) are lower than 0.05. The implication 

here is that the data (responses from the study participants) for 

all the seventeen leadership style indicators are not normally 

distributed. In this respect therefore, the null hypothesis that 

the study data is normally distributed is rejected, and as a 

result, makes the use of parametric statistics (i.e. independent 

t-test) on the data inappropriate. As such non-parametric chi-

square test was conducted to the test the null hypothesis that 

the measured indicators could predict leadership style in the 

retail banks.  

B. Chi-Square test for the Measureed Indicators of 

Leadership Style in Retail Banks 

The non-parametric statistics showing the chi-square test 

results for the leadership style indicators obtained from the 

SPSS are outlined in table 8 below. 

TABLE 8. CHI-SQUARE TEST STATISTICS FOR THE LEADERSHIP STYLE 

INDICATORS IN THE BANKS 

 Chi-Square df Sig. 

Supervisor and employee understanding each 

other 
365.943 4 0.000 

Employees are noticed in good ways by 

managers when they do good jobs 
274.038 4 0.000 

Managers provide help to employees on hard 

problems 
231.117 4 0.000 

Managers give good training to employees 353.248 

 
4 0.000 

Managers delegate work to staff members 222.863 4 0.000 

Supervisors give employees full credit for 

the work they do 
227.600 4 0.000 

Managers handle employee issues very well 157.893 4 0.000 

Managers back employees up with good 
administration 

248.397 4 0.000 

Managers take care of complaints brought up 

by employees 
186.156 4 0.000 

The competence of managers in making 

decisions 
206.355 4 0.000 

Managers enhance employees’ career 

advancement into specialist departments or 
management positions 

152.399 4 0.000 

Managers ensure that staff have full 

knowledge of the firm’s products/services 
275.482 4 0.000 



Managers ensure that staff acquire effective 
client-customer relationship skills  

288.429 4 0.000 

Managers ensure that staff are fully trained 

in how to work with maximum effect  
148.213 4 0.000 

Managers increase the confidence, 
motivation and commitment of staff  

164.925 4 0.000 

Managers provide staff with recognition, 

enhanced responsibility and, the possibility 
of increased pay and promotion  

146.475 4 0.000 

Managers give staff a feeling of personal 

satisfaction and achievement 
143.286 4 0.000 

 

It is observed from table 8 above that the p-values (labeled 

as sig) for the chi-square test for all the indicators (p = 0.000) 

are lower than 0.05. The implication here is that the data 

(responses from the study participants) for all the seventeen 

leadership style indicators are not normally distributed. In this 

respect therefore, the null hypothesis that the study data is 

normally distributed is rejected, and as a result, makes the use 

of the chi-test on the data inappropriate. As such non-

parametric test (the Mann-Whitney test) was conducted to the 

test the null hypothesis that the measured indicators could 

predict leadership style in the retail banks.  

C. Non-Parametric Test (the Mann-Whitney test) for the 

Measureed Indicators of Leadership Style in Retail Banks 

The non-parametric statistics showing the Mann-Whitney 

test results for the leadership style indicators obtained from the 

SPSS are outlined in table 9 below. 

TABLE 9. STATISTICS FOR MANN-WHITNEY TEST FOR THE LEADERSHIP STYLE 

INDICATORS IN THE BANKS 

 
Test 

Value 

Cases 

< Test 

Value 

Cases 

>= 

Test 

Value 

Total 

Cases 

No. of 

Runs 
Za 

Asymp. 

Sig. (2-

tailed)a 

Supervisor and 
employee 

understanding 

each other 

2 

 

71 

 

211 

 

282 

 

100 

 

-1.149 

 

0.251 

 

Employees are 
noticed in good 

ways by 

managers when 
they do good 

jobs 

2 59 223 282 83 -2.043 0.041 

Managers 
provide help to 

employees on 

hard problems 

2 54 227 281 69 -3.713 0.000 

Managers give 
good training 

to employees 

2 49 233 282 72 -2.077 0.038 

Managers 

delegate work 

to staff 

members 

2 70 208 278 90 -2.514 0.012 

Supervisors 

give employees 

full credit for 
the work they 

do 

2 44 231 275 59 -3.589 0.000 

Managers 
handle 

employee 

issues very 

well 

2 40 240 280 61 -2.103 0.035 

Managers back 

employees up 
with good 

administration 

2 41 236 277 67 -0.925 0.355 

Managers take 

care of 
complaints 

brought up by 

employees 

2 56 226 282 87 -0.706 0.480 

Competence of 

managers in 

making 
decisions 

2 44 232 276 67 -1.799 0.072 

Managers 

enhance 

employees’ 
career 

advancement 

into specialist 
departments or 

management 
positions 

2 44 237 281 61 -3.228 0.001 

Managers 

ensure that 

staff have full 
knowledge of 

the firm’s 

products / 
services 

2 68 214 282 96 -1.339 0.180 

Managers 

ensure that 
staff acquire 

effective client-

customer 
relationship 

skills  

2 82 198 280 106 -1.587 0.112 

Managers 

ensure that 
staff are fully 

trained in how 

to work with 
maximum 

effect  

2 65 217 282 85 -2.701 0.007 

Managers 
increase the 

confidence, 

motivation and 
commitment of 

staff  

2 53 228 281 71 -3.133 0.002 

Managers 
provide staff 

recognition, 

enhanced 
responsibility 

and, possibility 

of increased 
pay/promotion  

2 38 244 282 61 -1.479 0.139 

Managers give 

staff a feeling 

of personal 
satisfaction and 

achievement 

2 50 230 280 59 -4.939 0.000 

a. Median 



Assessment of the z-values (z) and the corresponding p-

values obtained from the Mann-Whitney test from table 9 

above shows the following ten (10) indicators as having 

median values with significant p-values (p  0.05) relative to 

the  threshold value of 0.05; (i) Managers noticing employees 

in good ways when they do good jobs (z = -2.043, p = 0.041), 

(ii) Managers providing help to employees on hard problems 

(z = -3.713, p = 0.000), (iii) Managers giving good training to 

employees (z = -2.077, p = 0.038), (iv) Managers delegating 

work to staff members (z = -2.514, p = 0.012), (v) Supervisors 

giving employees full credit for the work they do (z = -3.589, 

p = 0.000), (vi) Managers handling employee issues very well 

(z = -2.103, p = 0.035), (vii) Managers ensuring that staff are 

fully trained in how to work with maximum effect (z = -2.701, 

p = 0.007), (viii) Managers enhancing employees’ career 

advancement into specialist departments or management 

positions, (ix) Managers increasing the confidence, motivation 

and commitment of staff (z = -3.133, p = 0.002), and (x) 

Managers give staff a feeling of personal satisfaction and 

achievement (z = -4.939, p = 0.000).  

In this regard, therefore, the following ten (10) leadership 

indicators of leadership style in the Ghanaian retail bank were 

identified from the non-parametric test.    

 Managers noticing employees in good ways when they do 

good jobs.  

 Managers providing help to employees on hard problems. 

 Managers giving good training to employees. 

 Managers delegating work to staff members. 

 Employees getting full credit from supervisors for the work 

hey do. 

 Managers handling employee issues very well.  

 Managers ensuring that staffs are fully trained in how to 

work with maximum effect. 

 Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into 

specialist departments or management positions. 

 Managers increasing the confidence, motivation and 

commitment of staff.  

 Managers give staff a feeling of personal satisfaction and 

achievement.  

Since the indicators listed above were derivatives of non-

parametric testing, the predictiveness of the indicators in the 

leadership style model (figure 1) is re-analyzed by SEM 

analysis using the AMOS software. This analysis entailed the 

conduction of both factor analysis and confirmatory factors 

analysis on the leadership style indicators as highlighted inn 

the sections that follow. 

D. Factor Analysis of indicators Predictive Relationship with 

Leadership Style in Retail Banks 

Though loadings in the logic of SEM is to start with theory, 
including labeled constructs, and then test for model fit in 
confirmatory factor analysis, these loadings can be used, as in 
factor analysis, to impute labels to the latent variables. The 
unstandardized and standardized model-fits generated by the 
AMOS software for “leadership style” as a latent variable and 
its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in 

figures 2 and 3 below.  The model fit summary is also shown in 
table 10. 

 
Fig. 2. AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing unstandardized 

indicator loadings for predicting effective leadership style in retail banks 

 
Fig. 3. AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized 

indicator loadings for predicting effective leadership style in retail banks 



TABLE 10. MODEL FIT SUMMARY FOR STRUCTURED MODEL 

CMIN 

Model 
NPA

R 
CMIN DF P 

CMIN/

DF 

Default model 51 556.213 119 0.000 4.674 

Saturated model 170 .000 0   

Independence 
model 

17 2448.451 153 0.000 16.003 

BASELINE COMPARISONS 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model 0.773 0.708 0.812 0.755 0.810 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence 

model 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

PARSIMONY-ADJUSTED MEASURES 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model 0.778 0.601 0.630 

Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Independence model 1.000 0.000 0.000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 437.213 367.622 514.338 

Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Independence model 2295.451 2138.863 2459.404 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1.979 1.556 1.308 1.830 

Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Independence model 8.713 8.169 7.612 8.752 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model 0.114 0.105 0.124 0.000 

Independence 

model 
0.231 0.223 0.239 0.000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 658.213 665.194   

Saturated model 340.000 363.270   

Independence 

model 
2482.451 2484.778   

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 2.342 2.095 2.617 2.367 

Saturated model 1.210 1.210 1.210 1.293 

Independence 

model 
8.834 8.277 9.418 8.843 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

0.05 

HOELTER 

0.01 

Default model 74 80 

Independence model 21 23 

 

As it is highlighted in figure 1 above, seventeen (17) 
predictive indicators were tested per the data collected and 
minimum was achieved for the model. Based on the goodness 
of fit statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit does not 
appear quite good. This is because the estimated χ2 of 556.213 
(df = 119) is so large that the null hypothesis of a good fit is 

rejected at the 0.05 level (p  .000). Additionally, the estimated 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.114 
is also large, and thus rejects the null hypothesis of a good fit at 

the 0.05 level (p  0.000). Even though the estimate for the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.810 indicates an acceptance 
of the null hypothesis, it also suggests that the model fit to the 
data is questionable. Therefore, the proposed one factor model 
(figure 1) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be modified 
somehow. In this regard, factor analysis is carried out to 
identify the indicator variables that have significant 
relationships with the latent variable (i.e. leadership style). The 
standardized regression estimate obtained from AMOS which 
represents the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) 
associated with the arrows from latent variables to the 
respective indicator variables are highlighted in table 11 below.  

TABLE 11. STANDARDIZED REGRESSION ESTIMATES (FACTOR LOADINGS) FROM 

LATENT VARIABLE (LEADERSHIP STYLE) TO INDICATOR VARIABLES 

 

Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 

Label in 

Model 

Standardized 

Regression 

Estimate 

(indicator 

coefficient) 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlations 

Supervisors and employees 

understanding each other. 
BQ1 0.625 0.391 

Managers noticing employees 

in good ways upon doing 
good jobs. 

BQ2 0.592 0.351 

Managers providing help to 
employees on hard problems. 

BQ3 0.665 0.442 

Managers giving good 

training to employees. 
BQ4 0.610 0.372 

Managers delegating work to 
staff members. 

BQ5 0.503 0.253 

Supervisors giving employees 
full credit for the work done. 

BQ6 0.704 0.495 

Managers handling employee 
issues very well. 

BQ7 0.807 0.651 

Managers backing employees 
up with good administration. 

BQ8 0.635 0.404 

Managers taking care of 
complaints brought up by 

employees. 

BQ9 0.779 0.606 

Managers’ competence in 

making decisions. 
BQ10 0.651 0.424 

Managers enhancing 

employees’ career 

advancement into specialist 
departments or management 

positions. 

BQ11 0.702 0.493 

Managers ensuring that staff 

members have full knowledge 
of the firm’s 

products/services. 

BQ12 0.568 0.322 

Managers ensuring that staff 

members acquire effective 

client-customer relationship 

BQ13 0.475 0.225 



 

Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 

Label in 

Model 

Standardized 

Regression 

Estimate 

(indicator 

coefficient) 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlations 

skills. 

Managers ensuring that staff 
members are fully trained in 

how to work with maximum 

effect. 

BQ14 0.559 0.312 

Managers increase the 

confidence, motivation and 
commitment of staff. 

BQ15 0.648 0.420 

Managers providing staff with 
recognition, enhanced 

responsibility and, the 

possibility of increased pay 
and promotion. 

BQ16 0.688 0.473 

Managers giving staff a 
feeling of personal 

satisfaction and achievement 

BQ17 0.672 0.451 

 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 

or higher on the latent variable ([41] for them to be significant. 
In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in 
table 10 above, the following indicators could be deemed as 
not having significant predictive relationship with the latent 
variable (i.e. leader style); (i) managers noticing employees in 

good ways upon doing good jobs (r = 0.807,  = 0.651); (ii) 
managers providing help to employees on hard problems (r = 

0.665,  = 0.442), (iii) giving good training to employees (r = 

0.610,  = 0.372), (iv) managers delegating work to staff 

members (r = 0.503,  = 0.253), (v) managers backing 

employees up with good administration (r = 0.635,  = 0.404), 
(vi) managers ensuring that staff members acquire effective 

client-customer relationship skills (r = 0.475,  = 0.225), (vii) 
managers ensuring that staff members are fully trained in how 

to work with maximum effect (r = 0.559,  = 0.312), (viii) 
managers providing staff with recognition, enhanced 
responsibility and, the possibility of increased pay and 

promotion (r = 0.688,  = 0.473), (ix) managers giving staff a 

feeling of personal satisfaction and achievement (r = 0.672,  = 
0.451), (x) managers increasing the confidence, motivation and 

commitment of staff (r = 0.648,  = 0.420), (xi) managers 
ensuring that staff members have full knowledge of the firm’s 

products/services (r = 0.568,  = 0.322), (xii) supervisors and 

employees understanding each other (r = 0.807,  = 0.651), 
and (xiii) manager’s competence in making decisions (r = 

0.651,  = 0.424). On the other hand, the following four (4) 
indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as indicated 
in table 9 above are identified and used to modify the one 
factor model (figure 1) which was then retested using 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis; BQ7 - Supervisors giving 

employees full credit for the work done (r = 0.807,  = 0.651); 
BQ6 - Managers handling employee issues very well (r = 

0.704,  = 0.491); BQ9 - Managers taking care of complaints 

brought up by employees (r = 0.779,  = 0.606); and BQ11 - 
Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into 

specialist departments or management positions (r = 0.702,  = 
0.493). Out of these four indicators, BQ7 (supervisors giving 
employees full credit for the work done), BQ6 (managers 

handling employee issues very well), and BQ11 (managers 
enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist 
departments or management positions), were among the 
indicators identified from the non-parametric test in section B. 
It is only BQ9 (managers taking care of complaints brought up 
by employees). 

E. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of indicators Predictive 

Relationship with Leadership Style in Retail Banks 

The confirmatory factor analysis step in SEM is a test of 

the meaningfulness of latent variables and their indicators. In 

this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable 

(leadership style) and its indicators (i.e. BQ6, BQ7, BQ9 and 

BQ11) is tested. The unstandardized and standardized model-

fits generated by the AMOS software for  the latent variable 

(leadership style) and the indicator variables (measureable 

factors) are shown in figures 4 and 5 below.  The model fit 

summary is also shown in table 12. 

 

Fig. 4. AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing unstandardized 

indicator loadings in the modified model for predicting effective leadership 

style in retail banks. 

 
Fig. 5. AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized 

indicator loadings in the modified model for predicting effective leadership 

style in retail banks 



TABLE 12: MODIFIED MODEL FIT SUMMARY 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P 
CMIN/

DF 

Default model 12 1.645 2 0.439 0.823 

Saturated model 14 0.000 0   

Independence 
model 

4 465.301 10 0.000 46.530 

BASELINE COMPARISONS 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model 0.996 0.982 1.001 1.004 1.000 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence 

model 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

PARSIMONY-ADJUSTED MEASURES 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model 0.200 0.199 0.200 

Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Independence model 1.000 0.000 0.000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 0.000 0.000 6.993 

Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Independence model 455.301 388.384 529.628 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.025 

Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Independence model 1.656 1.620 1.382 1.885 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model 0.000 0.000 0.112 0.646 

Independence 

model 
0.403 0.372 0.434 0.000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 25.645 26.080   

Saturated model 28.000 28.507   

Independence 
model 

473.301 473.446   

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 0.091 0.093 0.117 0.093 

Saturated model 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.101 

Independence 
model 

1.684 1.446 1.949 1.685 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

0.05 

HOELTER 

0.01 

Default model 1024 1573 

Independence model 12 15 

 

As it is highlighted in figure 4 and 5 above, four predictive 
indicators were tested in the modified model and minimum was 
achieved for the model.  Based on the goodness of fit statistics, 
it is evident that the overall model fit quite well to the data. 
This is because the estimated χ2 of 1.645 (df = 2) is not large 
enough to reject the null hypothesis of a good fit at the .05 

level (p  0.439). Additionally, the estimated Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.000 (p  0.439) 
and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 1.00 indicate that the 
modified model fits the data well.  

The maximum likelihood estimates entailing the 
standardized regression estimates, squared multiple 
correlations, implied covariance and implied correlations 
obtained from AMOS graphics are summarized below. The 
standardized regression estimates which represent the factor 
loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows 
from latent variables to the respective indicator variables in the 
modified model are highlighted in table 13 below.  

TABLE 13:STANDARDIZED REGRESSION ESTIMATES (FACTOR LOADINGS) FROM 

LATENT VARIABLE (LEADERSHIP STYLE) TO INDICATOR VARIABLES IN 

MODIFIED MODEL 

 

Indicator 

Variables 

 

Indicator 

Label in 

Model 

Standardized 

Regression 

indicator coefficient 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlations 

Supervisors giving 

employees full credit 

for the work done. 

BQ6 

 

 

0.702 
 

0.492 
 

Managers handling 

employee issues very 
well. 

BQ7 

 
 

0.857 

 
 

0.735 

 
 

Managers taking care 
of complaints 

brought up by 
employees. 

BQ9 

 
 

0.789 

 
 

0.622 

 
 

Managers enhancing 

employees’ career 

advancement into 

specialist 
departments or 

management 

positions. 

BQ11 

 
 

 

0.718 

 
 

 

0.516 

 
 

 

 

The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading 

coefficients) for BQ6 (i.e. managers handling employee issues 

very well) is 0.702 ( = 0.492). That for BQ7 (i.e. supervisors 

giving employees full credit for the work done) is 0.857 ( = 

0.735). For BQ9 (i.e. managers taking care of complaints 

brought up by employees) and BQ11 (i.e. managers enhancing 

employees’ career advancement into specialist departments or 

management positions), the standardized regression estimates 

(indicator loading coefficients) are 0.789 ( = 0.622) and 

0.718 ( = 0.516) respectively. All the estimated loadings for 

the indicators are significant in that; indicators should by 

convention, have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent 

variable (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for them to be 

significant. 

 

The implied covariance and correlations for all the variables 

are presented in table 14 and 15below. 



TABLE 14: IMPLIED COVARIANCE FOR ALL VARIABLES IN THE MODIFIED 

DEFAULT MODEL 

Variables LS BQ6 BQ7 BQ9 BQ11 

LS 0.436     

BQ6 0.399 0.741    

BQ7 0.517 0.472 0.832   

BQ9 0.461 0.421 0.545 0.781  

BQ11 0.436 0.399 0.517 0.461 0.846 

TABLE 15: IMPLIED CORRELATIONS FOR ALL VARIABLES IN THE MODIFIED 

DEFAULT MODEL 

Variables LS BQ6 BQ7 BQ9 BQ11 

LS 1.000     

BQ6 0.702 1.000    

BQ7 0.857 0.602 1.000   

BQ9 0.789 0.554 0.676 1.000  

BQ11 0.718 0.504 0.616 0.567 1.000 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

The findings from this study have shown that employees of 
retail banks in Ghana have strong appreciation of some 
leadership actions at the workplace. Though this study tested 
several indicators of leadership in the work environment of 
retail banks, the results showed that issues that has to do with 

the manager’s competence in making decisions (r = 0.651,  = 
0.424), as well as supervisors and employees understanding 

each other (r = 0.807,  = 0.651) could not be viewed as strong 
leadership style indicator. From the analysis, other indicators 
that could not provide the basis for effective leadership in retail 
banks in Ghana include the following managerial actions: (i) 
noticing employees in good ways upon doing good jobs (r = 

0.807,  = 0.651); (ii) providing help to employees on hard 

problems (r = 0.665,  = 0.442), (iii) giving good training to 

employees (r = 0.610,  = 0.372), (iv) delegating work to staff 

members (r = 0.503,  = 0.253), (v) backing employees up 

with good administration (r = 0.635,  = 0.404), (vi) ensuring 
that staff members acquire effective client-customer 

relationship skills (r = 0.475,  = 0.225), (vii) ensuring that 
staff members are fully trained in how to work with maximum 

effect (r = 0.559,  = 0.312), (viii) providing staff with 
recognition, enhanced responsibility and, the possibility of 

increased pay and promotion (r = 0.688,  = 0.473), (ix) giving 
staff a feeling of personal satisfaction and achievement (r = 

0.672,  = 0.451), (x) increasing the confidence, motivation 

and commitment of staff (r = 0.648,  = 0.420), and ensuring 
that staff members have full knowledge of the firm’s 

products/services (r = 0.568,  = 0.322). In conclusion, the 
following null hypotheses (H0) are made relative to leadership 
style in Ghanaian retail banks. 

H01: A supervisor giving employees full credit for the work 

done is indicative of good leadership style. 

H02: A manager handling employee issues very well is 

indicative of good leadership style. 

H03: A managers taking care of complaints brought up by 

employees is indicative of good leadership style. 

H04: A manager enhancing employees’ career advancement 

into specialist departments or management positions is 

indicative of good leadership style. 

H05: A manager noticing employees in good ways upon 

doing good jobs is not indicative of good leadership. 

H06: A manager providing help to employees on a hard 

problem is not indicative of good leadership style. 

H07: Giving good training to employees is not indicative of 

good leadership style. 

H08: managers delegating work to a staff member is not 

indicative of Good leadership style. 

H09: A manager ensuring that staff members have full 

knowledge of the firm’s products/services is not 

indicative of good leadership style. 

H010: A supervisor and employees understanding each other 

is not indicative of good leadership style. 

H011: manager’s competence in making decisions is not 

indicative of Good leadership style. 

H012: A Manager backing employees up with good 

administration is not indicative of good leadership style. 

H013: A manager increasing the confidence, motivation and 

commitment of staff is not indicative of good leadership 

style. 

H014: managers giving staff a feeling of personal satisfaction 

and achievement is not indicative of good leadership 

style. 

H015: A manager providing staff with recognition, enhanced 

responsibility and, the possibility of increased pay and 

promotion is not indicative of good leadership style. 

H016: A manager ensuring that staff members are fully trained 

in how to work with maximum effect is not indicative 

of good leadership style. 

H017: A manager ensuring that staff members acquire 

effective client-customer relationship skills is not 

indicative of good leadership style. 
 

In summary, this study has established that managers of 
retail banks in Ghana could be perceived by their employees as 
good leaders if they (i.e. managers) are viewed by employees 
as giving them (i.e. employees) full credit for the work that 
they employees do at the workplace. Additionally, managers 
perceived as handling employee issues very well and taking 
care of complaints brought up by employees, as well as putting 
in place systems for enhancing employees’ career advancement 
into specialist departments or management positions are also 
viewed as good leaders.  
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Summary 

This study examined a conceptual model that sought to hypothesize the impact of leadership 
style organizational culture, national culture on job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment towards enhancing organizational performance in retail banks in Ghana. The 
objectives were to explore the extent to which constructs such as leadership style, 
organizational and national cultures impact job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
towards developing normative guidelines for human resource managers within the retail 
banking sector to improve the outcomes of their human resource management strategies.  
This is to lead to the improvement of academic and practitioners’ understanding of the key 
determinants of organizational culture, leadership style, job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment among employees and managers within the retail banking sector in Ghana. Data 
collected from 282 bank employee across nine different banks was analyzed step-wisely. 
 
At the start of the analysis, the conceptual model outlining the relationship among the various 
model components (i.e. leadership style, organizational culture, national culture, employee 
characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance) 
was loaded into the AMOS software. The AMOS software recognized each of these 
components as latent variables and thus was not able to provide a model fit for the conceptual 
model. In this respect therefore, each of the latent variables in the conceptual model was 
model-fitted to its measurable factors in the AMOS software. In the confirmatory factor 
analysis, the factor loadings (i.e. standard regression estimates) for each indicator variable in 
the respective scales (i.e. leadership style, organizational culture, national culture, employee 
characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance) 
constituting the relationship outlined by the conceptual model were firstly generated from the 
AMOS software and then appraised in order to identify the most appropriate indicator 
variables that could be used as the most representative in testing the relationship professed in 
the conceptual model. The criteria used to establish model fit include (i) Chi Square (CMIN) 
which is the absolute test of model fit, (ii) Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and (iii) Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).  
 
Results from the path analysis of the measurement models led to the identification of the 
requisite measureable indicators that could be used to measure the latent models in the 
conceptual model. By further conducting confirmatory factor analysis, four measureable 
indicators were identified for each of the following latent variables; leadership style, 
employee job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance. For 
the latent variable organizational culture, two measureable indicators were identified. The 
analysis showed that all the measureable indicators tested for two latent variables, namely, 
national culture and employee characteristics did not have significant loads to serve as 
measureable indicators. National culture and employee characteristics were therefore 
removed from the conceptual model to give a new hypothetical model. Base on this 
hypothetical model, several hypothesis were derived for determining the character of 
leadership style, organizational culture, employee job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and organizational performance in Ghanaian retail banks.  
 
It was concluded that organizational performance in retail banks in Ghana is directly 
influenced by the characteristics of leadership style and organizational culture and the 
subsequent impact on employee job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  
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1. BACKGROUND 
 
The level of financial market development is known to have an impact on the economy of a 
nation. In this vein, the level of banking development and stock market liquidity also impact 
on the economy of a country. A long line of research posits a causal relationship between 
finance and economic growth (Mitchener & Wheelock, 2012). Evidence from both single-
country and cross-country studies suggests that economies with more developed financial 
markets begin to grow earlier, attain higher growth rates and achieve higher levels of per 
capita income than economies with less developed financial markets (Mitchener & 
Wheelock, 2012). Many empirical studies have also followed an earlier study by Rajan & 
Zinagales (1998) in which differences across space and time was exploited to identify a 
causal link between finance and development, and recent research has focused on the 
mechanisms underlying that relationship. Mitchener and Wheelock (2012) have also 
examined how banking institutions affect economic activity. This was based on the thought 
that financial intermediaries improve resource allocation and fund projects with higher rates 
of return by matching borrowers and lenders efficiently and by monitoring firm behavior 
(Allen, 1990; Boyd & Prescott, 1986; Greenwood & Jovanovic, 1990; Kashyap, Rajan 
&Stein, 2002; King and Levine, 1993). Thus the effective functioning of a country’s financial 
system enhances the smooth implementation of its macroeconomic policies. Motivated by 
this view, governments in most African countries, including Ghana began to implement 
financial sector reforms starting in the late 1980s as part of their broad market reforms. The 
major goals of these reforms are to build more efficient, competitive robust and deeper 
financial markets. Key aspect of the reforms include the (i) deregulation of the financial sub-
sector through privatization of state-owned banks, (ii) influx of private banks, and (iii) 
registration of non-bank financial institutions, as well as the emergence of new products 
development and accompanying new processes enhancing financial service delivery by the 
banks.  
 
In the case of Ghana, these reforms have led to substantial growth of the banking sector. 
There were only 8 retail banks in the country in 1990. In 2009, this number went up to 26 in 
2009, Ghana had 26 banks (up from 8 in 1990) with a total of 656 branches. In addition, there 
were also a number of financial service institutions such as insurance companies, investment 
houses, rural banks, stock exchange, cooperative credit unions, savings and loan institutions, 
mutual funds, and other microfinance institutions. The new generation private sector banks 
which were established during the last two decades have gained a substantial market share 
from the older state-owned banks (Blankson et al., 2007; Owusu-Frimpong, 2008).  
 
Managing rapid growth has always entailed enormous human resource challenges, even in 
advanced countries with larger pools of skilled employees and managerial talents. Companies 
operating in high growth sectors face the challenge of hiring and assimilating large numbers 
of new employees, providing new knowledge and skills to existing employees and addressing 
the needs for a rapid expansion of leadership capability.  Providing growth-oriented 
leadership requires attentiveness to employees, economic, social and emotional needs. The 
banking sector in Ghana is therefore faced with leadership and human resource management 
challenges. These include finding the right caliber of managers to employ, ensuring their 
commitment to their organizations and reducing their desire to switch to competitor 
companies, due to apparent dissatisfaction with their jobs. 
 
These challenges have been elaborately discussed in Western management literature. Studies 
have shown that job satisfaction impacts an employee’s turnover intention, absenteeism and 
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overall commitment to their organizations (Koh & Boo, 2000).  It therefore impacts 
employees’ overall contribution to organizational goal fulfilment and therefore organizational 
performance (Russ & McNeilly, 1995; Benkhoff, 1997; Laschinger, 2001). The prevailing 
understanding is that when an employee is dissatisfied with his work, he is less committed 
and will look for opportunities to quit. If opportunities are unavailable, they may emotionally 
or mentally “withdraw” from the organization. Employee attrition is a major cost to rapidly 
growing companies. First, they lose the knowledge that the employee has built up over years 
of employment. Second there is the additional cost of replacing and training new employees. 
In the banking sector, where customer satisfaction depends very much on the relationships 
between employees and customers, this loss can be significant to some retail banks. 
Antecedents of job satisfaction and organizational commitment found in previous studies 
include (Williams and Hazer, 1986), organizational culture (Trice & Beyer, 1993), national 
culture (Hofstede, 1980).  
 
In the light of the importance of banks to the economic growth process in Ghana (just as in 
other countries) there is a great need to understand the leadership style of managers that is 
appreciated by employees in the management of the work place. This could lead to 
improvements in workplaces, helping managers to remain satisfied and continue in their jobs. 
From a practical standpoint, it is vital to provide practitioners with crucial information that 
could enable them to make informed decisions in the areas of recruitment, selection, 
promotion, and training. Thus, this study deals with issues that are potentially important for 
researchers and practitioners alike. The purpose of this study was therefore to examine the 
influence of cultural values on job satisfaction and the organizational commitment of bank 
managers in Ghana. The objectives of this research are listed as follows: 
 

i. Improve academic and practitioners’ understanding of the determinants of job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment among employees and managers within 
the retail banking sector in Ghana. 
 

ii. Explore the extent to which constructs such as leadership style, organizational and 
national cultures impact job satisfaction. 

 
iii. Provide normative guidelines for human resource managers within the retail banking 

sector to improve the outcomes of their human resource management strategies. 
 
 
2. PREVIOUS STUDIES AND THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 
Previous studies have suggested that there is a strong link between the development of a 
competitive financial sector in a country and its economic growth prospects. For example, 
Cetorelli and Gambera (2001), based on a cross-section sample of 41 countries for the period 
1980-1990, found that increased concentration in banking markets generally depresses 
industrial growth, but also boosts the growth of industries that depend relatively heavily on 
external sources of finance. Similarly, based on data for regional banking markets in Italy, 
higher concentration has been found to promote firm creation in industries where the 
creditworthiness of entrepreneurs is difficult to assess (Bonaccorsi di Patti & Dell’Ariccia, 
2004). Conversely, Claessens & Laeven (2005) have found that more competition in banking 
markets raises the growth of industries that depend relatively heavily on external financing. 
The finding by Claessens and Laeven (2005) was contrasted by Hoxha (2009) who rather 
concluded that more competition in banking markets lowers the growth of industries that 
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depend relatively heavily on external financing. This observation reinforces the notion 
(supported by recent empirical evidence) that bank competition fosters industrial growth 
(Claessens & Laeven, 2005), and particularly, helps in the financing of private and small 
firms that are perceived to be engine of economic growth (Cetorelli & Strahan, 2006). This is 
based on the understanding that competitive systems may lead to easier access to external 
financing because, with more market power, banks are more inclined to invest in information 
acquisition and relationships with borrowers (Claessens & Laeven, 2005). On the contrary, 
when banking systems are less competitive, hold-up problems may lead borrowers to be less 
willing to enter such relationships, thereby lowering the effective demand for external 
financing (Claessens & Laeven, 2005). Less-competitive banking systems are also perceived 
to be more costly and exhibit a lower quality of services, thereby lowering the effective 
demand for external financing and thus encouraging less growth (Adam, Agyapong & 
Asante, 2011). Against the background given above, there is the need to understand how 
bank management processes in Ghana can contribute to job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment and thereby lead to the improvement of the banks’ relationships with their 
customers towards increased firm performance while contributing to the country’s economic 
growth.  
 
One strand of management research that has a strong promise theoretical promise for the 
present study is the Person–Organization (PO) Fit framework. It highlights the compatibility 
between people and the organizations in which they work (Kristof, 1996). This framework 
can be used to examine how employee selection and career development can serve as a first 
step in developing a high performing banking industry culture, where employees show 
commitment to both their organizations and their external stakeholders (i.e. customers). The 
PO Fit concept suggests that an individual’s attitudes and behaviors are influenced by the 
extent to which the organization and the individual are similar or have a fit on certain 
characteristics (Da Silva, Hutcheson & Wahl, 2010). Typical characteristics that are 
examined include the individual’s and the environment’s values, goals, and traits (Cable & 
Judge, 1996; Ferris, Youngblood, & Yates, 1985; Furnham & Walsh, 1991; Judge & Cable, 
1997; Muchinsky &Monahan, 1987; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991).  
 
The fit between the individual and the organization has been related to various attitudinal and 
behavioral outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to quit, 
turnover, and task performance (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & 
Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr & Wagner, 2003; Wheeler, Gallagher, Brouer, & Sablynski, 
2007). The fit between the individual and the organization with regard to organizational 
strategy (Da Silva, Hutcheson & Wahl, 2010) and organizational commitment (e.g., Boxx, 
Odom, & Dunn, 1991; Cable & Judge, 1996; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989; O’Reilly et 
al., 1991; Ostroff, Shin, & Kinicki, 2005; Tziner, 1987; Van Vianen, 2000; Vancouver & 
Schmitt, 1991) have also been examined.  However, research has not examined the fit 
between employee selection and career development with regard to organizational culture.  
 
In the light of the above discussions, this study explored and identified the dominant 
leadership styles, national cultures organizational cultures and individual employees’ 
characteristics that impact on employees’ job satisfaction and organizational commitment to 
both their organizations and their external stakeholders (i.e. customers) towards 
organizational performance and economic growth in Ghanaian retail banks. Individual 
employees’ personal characteristics served as moderators in these relationships. Thus, our 
initial literature review suggested that the conceptual model presented in figure 1 below 
could guide our empirical investigation. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual structural model showing relationship between leadership style, 
organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment and organizational performance 
 
 
The factors to be used for measuring the organizational culture component of figure 1 above 
were derived by operationalizing the bank’s organizational culture as a quantitative measure 
at multiple levels in terms of the following nine quantitative dimensions (Chohokar, 
Brodbeck, & House, 2007): (i) Assertiveness, (ii) future orientation, (iii) gender 
egalitarianism, (iv) humane orientation, (v) institutional collectivism, (vi) in-group 
collectivism), (vii) performance orientation, (viii) power distance, and (ix) uncertainty 
avoidance. These dimensions were derived by Chohokar et al. (2007)  on the basis of a 
review of literature relevant to the measurement of culture in prior larger-sample studies and 
on the basis of existing cross-culture theory, such as the works of Hofstede (1980), Hofstede 
and Bond (1988), Kluckholm and Strodtbeck (1961), McClelland (1961, 1985), and Putman 
(1993) among others.  
 
The factors used for measuring the employee characteristics, organizational commitment and 
organizational performance components of the model were derived from extant literature, 
while factors for the job satisfaction component were adapted from the Minnesota 
Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss, 1967). Similarly, the factors used for measuring the 
national culture component of the model were derived from Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) cultural 
dimensions theory as well as from the works of Turner (1992) and Testa, Mueller and 
Thomas (2003).  
 
The various factors in the respective components of the conceptual model shown in figure 1 
are summarized table 1 below: 
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Table 1: Components in conceptual model and their indicator variables. 
 

Model Component Indicator Variable 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leadership Style 
 
 

 Supervisors and employees understanding each other. 
 Managers noticing employees in good ways upon doing good jobs. 
 Managers providing help to employees on hard problems. 
 Managers giving good training to employees. 
 Managers delegating work to staff members. 
 Supervisors giving employees full credit for the work done. 
 Managers handling employee issues very well. 
 Managers backing employees up with good administration. 
 Managers taking care of complaints brought up by employees. 
 Managers’ competence in making decisions. 
 Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist 

departments or management positions. 
 Managers ensuring that staff members have full knowledge of the 

firm’s products/services. 
 Managers ensuring that staff members acquire effective client-

customer relationship skills. 
 Managers ensuring that staff members are fully trained in how to 

work with maximum effect. 
 Managers increase the confidence, motivation and commitment of 

staff. 
 Managers providing staff with recognition, enhanced responsibility 

and, the possibility of increased pay and promotion. 
 Managers giving staff a feeling of personal satisfaction and 

achievement 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organizational 
Culture 
 

 Employees receiving instructions they do not agree with, but 
usually conform to it without dissent. 

 Older managers feeling threatened by younger, competent 
colleagues. 

 Managers not encouraging employees’ undertaking of personal 
initiatives and risk-taking  

 The bank is hierarchically structured and all staff members know 
their positions. 

 People are usually employed on the basis of their relationships with 
the bank’s managers. 

 Work practices within the bank are influenced by Ghanaian culture. 
 The bank’s customer services are influenced by Ghanaian culture. 
 Employees generally trust top management 
 The bank’s management practices are different from those of 

similar banks. 
 The bank’s policies and practices are fair toward employees.  
 The quality of employees’ worklife in the bank is very good. 
 The bank’s management always tries to avoid employees’ layoffs 

and transfers.  
 Co-workers get along very well with each other in the bank. 
 There are opportunities for advancement in the bank. 
 The amount of pay employees receive matches the work they do. 
 Promotions are fairly given out in the bank. 
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 The bank’s working condition is very pleasant. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National Culture 
 
 
 
 
 

 Ghanaians love good life and enjoyment. 
 Ghanaians like hard work and saving towards the future. 
 Ghanaians like people to tell them what to do. 
 In Ghana, employees think it is better to follow instructions at work 

rather than do things on their own, even if they know they are right. 
 Ghanaians are highly individualistic, and only think of themselves.  
 Ghanaians think there is no need to worry too much in life, and that 

God will always show them the right way. 
 Ghanaians think it is better to enjoy oneself today, because they do 

not know what will happen tomorrow. 
 Ghanaians take good care of each other. 
 A good subordinate in a Ghanaian company must avoid actions that 

may surprise or embarrass his/her boss, even if these actions are in 
the interest of the bank. 

 People who do well in management in Ghana are shrewd and 
competitive with strong drive for power. 

 Knowledge is power in Ghana.  
 A good relationship is power in Ghana.  
 A good subordinate must respect his boss in Ghana. 
 Respect for age must be preserved in a Ghanaian bank. Age and 

experience in life are worth more than paper qualifications. 
 A good subordinate must be hard working and loyal to the interests 

of his boss in Ghana 
 In Ghana, it is sensible to fear the threats of “juju” from one’s 

colleagues and subordinates when one is taking management 
decisions. 

 In Ghana, family obligations must be given high priority even in 
managerial decision making 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Employee 
Characteristics 
 
 

 Employees are able to do job without feeling it are morally wrong. 
 Employees are able to take pride in a job well done. 
 Employees are able to do something much of the time. 
 Employees are able to do things that do not go against their 

conscience. 
 Employees are able to stay busy. 
 Employees are able to do something worthwhile. 
 Employees are able to do things that do not go against their 

religious beliefs. 
 Employees have the chance to do something that makes use of their 

abilities. 
 Employees have the chance to do their job without feeling they are 

cheating someone. 
 Employees have the chance to be important in the eyes of others. 
 Employees have the chance to do things for other people. 
 Employees have the chance to tell people what to do. 
 Employees have the chance to be responsible for the work of 

others. 
 Employees have the chance to tell others what to do. 
 Employees have the power and authority to execute their duties. 
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 Employees have the chance to make decisions on their own. 
 Employees get the feeling of accomplishment from their jobs. 
 

 
 
 
Job Satisfaction 
 
 
 
 

 Banks’ organizational policies and practices toward employees. 
 The way that layoffs and transfers are avoided in the bank. 
 The way co-workers get along with each other. 
 The way the bank’s system treats its employees. 
 Opportunities for advancement in the bank. 
 Amount of pay employees receive for the work they do. 
 The way promotions are given out in the bank. 
 The routine in employees’ work. 
 The physical surroundings of the work environment. 
 The pleasantness of the social working conditions. 
 The way supervisor and employees understand each other. 
 The way managers notice employees when they do good jobs. 
 The way managers handle employees’ complaints. 
 The way managers train employees. 
 Management commitment to the continual development of staff. 
 The way managers delegate work to staff members. 
 The credit employees’ get from supervisors for the work they do. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organizational 
Commitment 
 
 

 Employees’ commitment to the future success of the bank.  
 Extent to which employees see their commitments to the bank as 

high. 
 Employee getting a feeling of accomplishment from the job. 
 Bank’s economic system maximizing employees’ commitment.  
 Employee getting praise for doing a good job. 
 Encouraging the pursuit of individual goals in the bank, even if this 

is at the expense of group loyalty. 
 Employee commitment towards providing good services to the 

bank’s customers. 
 Contribution of employee’s job commitment to organizational 

performance. 
 Employees having the chances to advance in their positions. 
 Employees doing their jobs without feeling that they are cheating 

on the bank. 
 The work employees do in the bank makes use of their abilities. 
 Staff layoffs and transfers are avoided in the firm. 
 Salaries that the bank pays employees compares in equal measures 

with that paid to employees in other firms. 
 The bank treats its employees very well. 
 Employees are able to do their jobs without feeling it is morally 

wrong. 
 

 
 
Organizational 
Performance 
 
 

 Sales Growth 
 Profitability/ROI 
 Quality of bank products and Services 
 Employee Satisfaction 
 Overall Organizational Performance 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1.  Data Collection 
 
Data was sourced from nine (9) financial institutions in Ghana that are engaged in retail 
banking. In order to gain an unhindered access to target employees in these banks, the 
support and approval of top management for the study was firstly sought and obtained. A 
stratified random sampling technique was then used to select the respondents from each of 
the retail banks. The stratification was based on the respondents’ position in the firms (i.e. 
managerial and non-managerial. Data was collected using a self-administering questionnaire 
which is divided into the following eight sections; demography, leadership style, 
organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance. The demographic 
characteristics of the respondents in terms of their gender, organizational status, age, highest 
educational level attained, as well as the number of years worked with the banks are 
highlighted below. 
 
3.1.1. Gender of study participants.  
 
The gender distribution of the bank employees who participated in this study is summarized 
in table 2 and figure 2 below.  
 
Table 2: Gender distribution of study participants 
 

 
Gender 

 
Frequency (N) 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent  

 
Cumulative 

Percent  
Male  146 51.8 51.8 51.8 
Female  136 48.2 48.2 100.0 
Total  282 100.0 100.0  

 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Percent distribution of participants’ gender. 
 
 
The distribution in table 2 and figure 2 show that 51.8 % (N=146) of the 282 study 
respondents were males while 48.2% (N=136) were females. Though it appears from this 
statistics that there were more males than females, the closeness of the percentage (i.e. 52% 
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males and 48% females) provides a fair sense of sample representation in terms of 
respondents’ gender.  
3.1.2. Hierarchical Categorization of study participants  
 
The stratification of the study participants into managerial and non-managerial categories is 
highlighted in table 3 and figure 3 below.  
 
Table 3: Summary of respondents’ position in the banks 
 

 
Position  

 
Frequency (N) 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent  

 
Cumulative Percent  

Managerial  57 20.2 20.2 20.2 
Non-managerial  225 79.8 79.8 100.0 
Total 282 100 100.0  

 
 

 
 

Figure 3: Percent distribution of participants’ positions 
 
The distribution in table 3 and figure 3 show that out of the sample 282 respondents, 20.2 % 
(N=57) hold managerial status in the banks, while the remaining 79.8 % (N=225) were 
general staff members with no managerial responsibilities. This distribution indicates a fair 
representation of span of control (supervisor – employees) in the banks in where a manager is 
expected to directly supervise an average of five employees.  
 
3.1.3. Age categorization of study participants  
 
The age distribution of the study participants is summarized in table 4 and figure 4 below. 
The distribution shows that majority (N = 174, 61.7 %) of the respondents were mid-career 
employees whose age ranged from 30 years to 49 years. 
 
Table 4: Age distribution of study participants 
 

 
Age Range 

 
Frequency (N) 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent 

 
Cumulative Percent 

20-29 years 101 35.8 35.8 35.8 
30-39 years 120 42.6 42.6 78.4 
40-49 years 54 19.1 19.1 97.5 
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50-59 years 7 2.5 2.5 100.0 
Total 282 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Figure 4: Percent distribution of participants’ age categorization 
 
 
One hundred and one (35.8 %) of the respondents were also in the prime of their careers with 
age that ranged from 20 years to 29 years. Only 2.5 % (N = 7) of the 260 study respondents 
were at the epic stage of their careers with age range of 50 years to 59 years. The study 
respondents thus represent a fair collective of matured bank employees. 
 
3.1.4. Highest level of educational attainment by respondents  
 
The categorization of the highest level of educational qualification attained by the study 
participants is highlighted in figure 5 and table 5 below.  
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Figure 5: Percent distribution of participants’ educational level. 
 
Table 5: Summary of study participants’ level of education 
 

 
Level of Education  

 
Frequency 

(N) 

 
Percent 

 

 
Valid 

Percent  

 
Cumulative 

Percent  
Certificate 5 1.8 1.8 1.8 
Diploma 16 5.7 5.7 7.4 
Degree 160 56.7 56.7 64.2 
Post graduate 94 33.3 33.3 97.5 
Other 7 2.8 2.8 100 
Total 282 100.0 100.0  

 
The distribution in figure 5 and table 5 above shows that majority of the respondents were 
highly educated as it is indicated by a total of 90.0 % (N = 254) respondents who are 
university degree holders education, and the 7.5 % (N = 21) who are diploma and certificate 
holders.  
 
3.1.5. Respondents’ working years with banks  
 
The categorization of the number of years the study participants have been working in their 
organizations is summarized in table 6 and figure 6 below. 
 
Table 6: Summary of study participants’ working years with the banks. 
 

Working Years  Frequency (N) Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Less than I year 33 11.7 11.7 11.7 
1-2 years 59 20.9 20.9 32.6 
3-4 years 76 27.0 27.0 59.6 
5-6 years 50 17.7 17.7 77.3 
7-8 years 36 12.8 12.8 90.1 
9-10 years 10 3.5 3.5 93.6 
11+ years 18 6.4 6.4 100.0 
Total 282 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 6: Percent distribution of participants’ working years in their firms. 
The distribution in table 6 and figure 6 above show that a vast majority of the respondents, 
comprising about 67.4 % (N = 190) have been working with their banks for a time period of 
not less than three years. As it is deducible from the table, 22.7 % (N = 64) have worked in 
their banks for a time period of more than seven years, while 44.7 % (N = 126) have worked 
for a period ranging from three years to six years. Only 11.7 % (N = 33) of the respondents 
have spent less than a year in their organizations. This implied that on the average, the study 
participants are fairly knowledgeable about the managerial and structural characteristics of 
their work environments.  
 
3.2. Data Analysis 
 
The data was analyzed stepwise, using the analysis of moment structures (AMOS) 
programme. In the first step, path analysis, consisting of both factor analysis and 
confirmatory factor analysis were carried out to test the individual measurement models that 
constitute the various components of the conceptual structural model shown in figure 1. In 
this analyses, the factor score weights (regression weights or path coefficients), and model fit 
estimates for the indicator variables (observed variables) in the various latent variables (i.e. 
leadership style, organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance) were appraised. 
The path analyses was then followed by a structural analysis of the conceptual model with 
the latent variables associated with their determined indicator variables, in order to test the 
model fit of their conceptual relationship. The AMOS graphics statistical software was used 
as the analytical tool.  
 
 
4. PATH ANALYSIS OF MEASUREMENT MODELS 
 
In this section, the measured factors (regression weights) predictive of leadership style, 
organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance are analyzed, and the factors 
with the requisite predictive characteristics are determined. At the start of the analysis, the 
conceptual model (see figure 1) outlining the relationship among the various model 
components (i.e. leadership style, organizational culture, national culture, employee 
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characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance) 
was loaded into the AMOS software. The AMOS software recognized each of these 
components as latent variables and thus was not able to provide a model fit for the conceptual 
model (i.e. figure 1). In this respect therefore, each of the latent variables in the conceptual 
model was model-fitted to its measurable factors in the AMOS software. The indicator fit is 
interpreted from the perspective of Schumacker and Lomax (2004) that estimated indicator 
loadings on the latent variable must be 0.7 or higher. This allowed for model modification 
towards attaining superior goodness of fit by rejecting indicators whose loadings fall below 
the baseline. In the confirmatory factor analysis, the factor loadings (i.e. standard regression 
estimates) for each indicator variable in the respective scales (i.e. leadership style, 
organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance) constituting the relationship 
outlined by the conceptual model were firstly generated from the AMOS software and then 
appraised in order to identify the most appropriate indicator variables that could be used as 
the most representative in testing the relationship professed in the conceptual model (figure 
1). The criteria used to establish model fit include (i) Chi Square (CMIN) which is the 
absolute test of model fit, (ii) Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and (iii) Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation (RMSEA).  For the chi square, a probability value below 0.05 implies 
model rejection. Thus for model fit, the probability must be greater than 0.05. For the 
RMSEA, Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend RMSEA values below .06 and Tucker-Lewis 
Index values of .95 or higher for model fit. Also, a value of CFI close to 1.0 indicates a very 
good fit.  
 
4.1. Analysis and Identification of Influential Leadership Style Indicators 

in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing good 
“organizational culture” (LS) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the measurement 
model shown in figure 7 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in table 7 below 
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Figure 7: Measurement model of relationship between leadership style and indicator 
variables using AMOS graphics. 
 
Table 7: Indicator variables of leadership style in retail banks 
 

 

Measurable Factors 
 

Label in 
Model 

 Supervisors and employees understanding each other. BQ1 

 Managers noticing employees in good ways upon doing good 
jobs. 

BQ2 

 Managers providing help to employees on hard problems. BQ3 

 Managers giving good training to employees. BQ4 

 Managers delegating work to staff members. BQ5 
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 Supervisors giving employees full credit for the work done. BQ6 

 Managers handling employee issues very well. BQ7 

 Managers backing employees up with good administration. BQ8 

 Managers taking care of complaints brought up by 
employees. 

BQ9 

 Managers’ competence in making decisions. BQ10 

 Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist 
departments or management positions. 

BQ11 
 

 Managers ensuring that staff members have full knowledge of the 
firm’s products/services. 

BQ12 

 Managers ensuring that staff members acquire effective client-
customer relationship skills. 

BQ13 

 Managers ensuring that staff members are fully trained in how to 
work with maximum effect. 

BQ14 
 

 Managers increasing the confidence, motivation and commitment of 
staff. 

BQ15 

 Managers providing staff with recognition, enhanced responsibility 
and, the possibility of increased pay and promotion. 

BQ16 

 Managers giving staff a feeling of personal satisfaction and 
achievement 

BQ17 

 
 
 
4.1.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Leadership Style  
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “leadership style” as a 
latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 8 below.  
The model fit summary is also shown in table 8. 
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Figure 8: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective leadership style in retail banks. 
 
 
Table 8: Model fit summary for the leadership style measurement model  

 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 51 556.213 119 0.000 4.674 
Saturated model 170 .000 0   
Independence model 17 2448.451 153 0.000 16.003 

 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.773 0.708 0.812 0.755 0.810 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model 0.114 0.105 0.124 0.000 
Independence model 0.231 0.223 0.239 0.000 

 
As it is highlighted in figure 8 above, seventeen (17) predictive indicators were tested per the 
data collected and minimum was achieved for the model. Base on the goodness of fit statistics, 
it is evident that the overall model fit does not appear quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 556.213 (df = 119) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 
0.05 used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.114 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. Even though the estimate for the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) of 0.810 indicates an acceptance of the null hypothesis, it also suggests that 
the model fit to the data is questionable. Therefore, the tested measurement model (figure 7) 
for the latent variable (leadership style) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be modified 
somehow. In this regard, factor analysis is carried out to identify the indicator variables that 
have significant relationships with the latent variable (i.e. leadership style). The standardized 
regression estimate obtained from AMOS which represents the factor loadings (i.e. indicator 
coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator 
variables are highlighted in table 9 below.  
 
Table 9: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable (leadership 
style) to indicator variables. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2)  

Supervisors and employees understanding each 
other. 

BQ1 0.625 0.391 

Managers noticing employees in good ways upon 
doing good jobs. 

BQ2 0.592 0.351 

Managers providing help to employees on hard 
problems. 

BQ3 0.665 0.442 

Managers giving good training to employees. BQ4 0.610 0.372 
Managers delegating work to staff members. BQ5 0.503 0.253 
Supervisors giving employees full credit for the 
work done. 

BQ6 0.704 0.495 

Managers handling employee issues very well. BQ7 0.807 0.651 
Managers backing employees up with good 
administration. 

BQ8 0.635 0.404 

Managers taking care of complaints brought up by 
employees. 

BQ9 0.779 0.606 

Managers’ competence in making decisions. BQ10 0.651 0.424 
Managers enhancing employees’ career 
advancement into specialist departments or 
management positions. 

BQ11 0.702 0.493 

Managers ensuring that staff members have full 
knowledge of the firm’s products/services. 

BQ12 0.568 0.322 
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Managers ensuring that staff members acquire 
effective client-customer relationship skills. 

BQ13 0.475 0.225 

Managers ensuring that staff members are fully 
trained in how to work with maximum effect. 

BQ14 0.559 0.312 

Managers increase the confidence, motivation and 
commitment of staff. 

BQ15 0.648 0.420 

Managers providing staff with recognition, 
enhanced responsibility and, the possibility of 
increased pay and promotion. 

BQ16 0.688 0.473 

Managers giving staff a feeling of personal 
satisfaction and achievement 

BQ17 0.672 0.451 

 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable 
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the 
results highlighted in table 9 above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having 
significant predictive relationship with the latent variable (i.e. leader style); (i) managers 
noticing employees in good ways upon doing good jobs (r = 0.807, R2 = 0.651); (ii) managers 
providing help to employees on hard problems (r = 0.665, R2 = 0.442), (iii) giving good 
training to employees (r = 0.610, R2 = 0.372), (iv) managers delegating work to staff members 
(r = 0.503, R2 = 0.253), (v) managers backing employees up with good administration (r = 
0.635, R2 = 0.404), (vi) managers ensuring that staff members acquire effective client-
customer relationship skills (r = 0.475, R2 = 0.225), (vii) managers ensuring that staff 
members are fully trained in how to work with maximum effect (r = 0.559, R2 = 0.312), (viii) 
managers providing staff with recognition, enhanced responsibility and, the possibility of 
increased pay and promotion (r = 0.688, R2 = 0.473), (ix) managers giving staff a feeling of 
personal satisfaction and achievement (r = 0.672, R2 = 0.451), (x) managers increasing the 
confidence, motivation and commitment of staff (r = 0.648, R2 = 0.420), (xi) managers 
ensuring that staff members have full knowledge of the firm’s products/services (r = 0.568, R2 
= 0.322), (xii) supervisors and employees understanding each other (r = 0.807, R2 = 0.651), 
and (xiii) manager’s competence in making decisions (r = 0.651, R2 = 0.424).  
 
On the other hand, the following four (4) indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as 
indicated in table 9 above are identified and used to modify the measurement model (figure 
10) for the latent variable (leadership style) which was then retested using Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis; BQ7 - Supervisors giving employees full credit for the work done (r = 0.807, 
R2 = 0.651); BQ6 - Managers handling employee issues very well (r = 0.704, R2 = 0.491); 
BQ9 - Managers taking care of complaints brought up by employees (r = 0.779, R2 = 0.606); 
and BQ11 - Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist departments 
or management positions (r = 0.702, R2 = 0.493). 
 
 
4.1.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Leadership Indicators’ Variables Predictive of 

Leadership Style  
 
The confirmatory factor analysis step in SEM is a test of the meaningfulness of latent 
variables and their indicators. In this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable 
(leadership style) and its indicators (i.e. BQ6, BQ7, BQ9 and BQ11) is tested. The 
standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for the latent variable (leadership 
style) and the indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figure 9 below.  The 
model fit summary is also shown in table 10. 
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Figure 9: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings in 
the modified model for predicting effective leadership style in retail banks. 
 
 

Table 10: Baseline comparison estimates for the leadership style modified measurement 
model. 
 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.996 0.982 1.001 1.004 1.000 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 9 above, four (4) predictive indicators were tested in the modified 
model and minimum was achieved for the model. Base on the goodness of fit statistics, it is 
evident that the overall model fit appears quite good, and the null hypothesis that the model 
fits the data is accepted. This is supported by the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of value 1.00 
which indicates that the model fits the data well. The maximum likelihood estimates entailing 
the standardized regression estimates and implied correlations obtained from AMOS graphics 
are summarized below. The standardized regression estimates which represent the factor 
loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to the 
respective indicator variables in the modified model are highlighted in table 11 below.  
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Table 11: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (leadership 
style) to indicator variables in modified model. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Supervisors giving employees full credit for the 
work done. 

BQ6 0.702 0.492 

Managers handling employee issues very well. BQ7 0.857 0.735 
Managers taking care of complaints brought up 
by employees. 

BQ9 0.789 0.622 

Managers enhancing employees’ career 
advancement into specialist departments or 
management positions. 

BQ11 0.718 0.516 

 
 
The standardized regression estimates (factor loading coefficient) for BQ6 (i.e. managers 
handling employee issues very well) is 0.702 (R2 = 0.492). That for BQ7 (i.e. supervisors 
giving employees full credit for the work done) is 0.857 (R2 = 0.735). For BQ9 (i.e. managers 
taking care of complaints brought up by employees) and BQ11 (i.e. managers enhancing 
employees’ career advancement into specialist departments or management positions), the 
standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) are 0.789 (R2 = 0.622) and 
0.718 (R2 = 0.516) respectively. All the estimated loadings for the indicators are significant in 
that; indicators should by convention, have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable 
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for them to be significant. The reliabilities for these indicators 
are also high ranging from 70 % (R2 = 0.492) to 86 % (R2 = 0.735).  The implied correlations 
for all the variables are presented in table 12 below. 
 
Table 12: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified model 
 

Variables LS BQ6 BQ7 BQ9 BQ11 
LS 1.000     
BQ6 0.702 1.000    
BQ7 0.857 0.602 1.000   
BQ9 0.789 0.554 0.676 1.000  
BQ11 0.718 0.504 0.616 0.567 1.000 

 
The estimations in table 12 above show that while the relationship between the latent variable 
(LS) and all the indicator variables (i.e. BQ6, BQ7, BQ9, BQ11) are significant (as 
established earlier on), there is no significant relationship among the respective indicators 
variables themselves, since the estimated factor loadings that relate them are all less than 0.7. 
For example, the relationships BQ6 - BQ7 = 0.602; BQ6 – BQ9 = 0.554; BQ6 – BQ11 = 
0.504; BQ7 – BQ9 = 0.676; BQ7 – BQ11 = 0.616; and BQ9 – BQ11 = 0.567. 
 
In summary, the analysis of leadership style (latent variable) shows that managers of retail 
banks in Ghana could be perceived by their employees as good leaders if they (i.e. managers) 
are perceived by employees as giving them (i.e. employees) full credit for the work that they 
employees do at the workplace. Additionally, the managers who handle employee issues very 
well and take care of complaints brought up by employees, as well as put in place systems for 
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enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist departments or management 
positions are also perceived as good leaders. Base on this findings, the leadership style 
component of the conceptual model proposed in this study (see figure 1) will be represented as 
a measure of these four factors.   
 
4.2. Analysis and Identification of Influential Organizational Culture 

Indicators in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing good 
“organizational culture” (OCULL) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the 
measurement model shown in figure 10 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in 
table 13 below. 
 

 
 
 
Figure 10: Measurement model of relationship between organizational culture and indicator 
variables using AMOS graphics. 
 
Table 13: Indicator variables of organizational culture in retail banks 
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Measurable Factors Label in 

Model 

 Employees receiving instructions they do not agree with, but usually 
conform to it without dissent. 

CQ1 

 Older managers feeling threatened by younger, competent colleagues. CQ2 

 Managers not encouraging employees’ undertaking of personal 
initiatives and risk-taking  

CQ3 

 The bank is hierarchically structured and all staff members know 
their positions. 

CQ4 

 People are usually employed on the basis of their relationships with 
the bank’s managers. 

CQ5 

 Work practices within the bank are influenced by Ghanaian culture. CQ6 

 The bank’s customer services are influenced by Ghanaian culture. CQ7 

 Employees generally trust top management CQ8 

 The bank’s management practices are different from those of similar 
banks. 

CQ9 

 The bank’s policies and practices are fair toward employees. CQ10 

 The quality of employees’ worklife in the bank is very good. CQ11 

 The bank’s management always tries to avoid employees’ layoffs and 
transfers.  

CQ12 

 Co-workers get along very well with each other in the bank. CQ13 

 There are opportunities for advancement in the bank. CQ14 

 The amount of pay employees receive matches the work they do. CQ15 

 Promotions are fairly given out in the bank. CQ16 

 The bank’s working condition is very pleasant. CQ17 

 
 
 
4.2.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Culture  
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “organizational culture” as 
a latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 11 
below.  The model fit summary is also shown in table 14. 
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Figure 11: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective organizational culture in retail banks. 
 
Table 14: Model fit summary for the organizational culture measurement model  
 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 51 787.876 119 0.000 6.621 
Saturated model 170 0.000 0   
Independence model 17 1700.941 153 0.000 11.117 
 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .537 .404 .577 .444 .568 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .141 .132 .151 .000 
Independence model .190 .182 .198 .000 
 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 11 above, seventeen (17) predictive indicators were tested per the 
data collected and minimum was achieved for the model. Base on the goodness of fit statistics, 
it is evident that the overall model fit does not appear quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 787.876 (df = 119) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 
0.05 used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.114 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. The estimate for the Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) of 0.568 is far below 1.000 and as such suggests that the model fit to the data is 
questionable. Therefore, the tested measurement model (figure 10) for the latent variable 
(organizational culture) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be modified somehow. In this 
regard, factor analysis is carried out to identify the indicator variables that have significant 
relationships with the latent variable (i.e. organizational culture). The standardized regression 
estimate obtained from AMOS which represents the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) 
associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator variables are 
highlighted in table 15 below.  
 
Table 15: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable 
(organizational culture) to indicator variables. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Employees receiving instructions they do not agree 
with, but usually conform to it without dissent. 

CQ1 0.343 0.118 

Older managers feeling threatened by younger, 
competent colleagues. 

CQ2 0.265 0.070 

Managers not encouraging employees’ undertaking 
of personal initiatives and risk-taking  

CQ3 0.261 0.068 

The bank is hierarchically structured and all staff 
members know their positions. 

CQ4 0.381 0.145 

People are usually employed on the basis of their 
relationships with the bank’s managers. 

CQ5 0.279 0.078 

Work practices within the bank are influenced by 
Ghanaian culture. 

CQ6 0.349 0.122 

The bank’s customer services are influenced by 
Ghanaian culture. 

CQ7 0.338 0.115 

Employees generally trust top management CQ8 0.594 0.353 
The bank’s management practices are different 
from those of similar banks. 

CQ9 0.330 0.109 

The bank’s policies and practices are fair toward 
employees. 

CQ10 0.740 0.547 
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Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

The quality of employees’ worklife in the bank is 
very good. 

CQ11 0.654 0.427 

The bank’s management always tries to avoid 
employees’ layoffs and transfers.  

CQ12 0.650 0.423 

Co-workers get along very well with each other in 
the bank. 

CQ13 0.183 0.033 

There are opportunities for advancement in the 
bank. 

CQ14 0.461 0.213 

The amount of pay employees receive matches the 
work they do. 

CQ15 0.649 0.421 

Promotions are fairly given out in the bank. CQ16 0.729 0.531 
The bank’s working condition is very pleasant. CQ17 0.666 0.444 
 
 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable for 
them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in table 15 
above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having significant predictive 
relationship with the latent variable (i.e. organizational culture); In this regard therefore, 
based on the results highlighted in table 15 above, the following indicators could be deemed 
as not having significant predictive relationship with the latent variable (i.e. organizational 
culture);  (i) - Employees receiving instructions they do not agree with, but usually conform 
to it without dissent (r = 0.343, R2 = 0.118); (ii) - Older managers feeling threatened by 
younger, competent colleagues (r = 0.265, R2 = 0.070), (iii) - Managers not encouraging 
employees’ undertaking of personal initiatives and risk-taking (r = 0.261, R2 = 0.068),  (iv) - 
The bank is hierarchically structured and all staff members know their positions. (r = 0.381, 
R2 = 0.145), (v) - People are usually employed on the basis of their relationships with the 
bank’s managers (r = 0.279, R2 = 0.078), (vi) - Work practices within the bank are influenced 
by Ghanaian culture (r = 0.349, R2 = 0.122), (vii) - The bank’s customer services are 
influenced by Ghanaian culture (r = 0.338, R2 = 0.115), (viii) - Employees generally trust top 
management (r = 0.594, R2 = 0.353), (ix) - The bank’s management practices are different 
from those of similar banks (r = 0.330, R2 = 0.109), (x) - The quality of employees’ worklife 
in the bank is very good (r = 0.654, R2 = 0.427), (xii) The bank’s management always tries to 
avoid employees’ layoffs and transfers (r = 0.650, R2 = 0.423), (xi) - Co-workers get along 
very well with each other in the bank (r = 0.183, R2 = 0.033), (xii) - There are opportunities 
for advancement in the bank (r = 0.461, R2 = 0.213), (xiii) - The amount of pay employees 
receive matches the work they do (r = 0.649, R2 = 0.421), and  (xiv) - The bank’s working 
condition is very pleasant (r = 0.666, R2 = 0.444). 
 
On the other hand, the following two (2) indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as 
indicated in table 15 above are identified and used to modify the measurement model (figure 
1) which was then retested using Confirmatory Factor Analysis; CQ10 - The bank’s policies 
and practices are fair toward employees (r = 0.740, R2 = 0.547) and CQ16 - Promotions are 
fairly given out in the bank (r = 0.729, R2 = 0.531). 
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4.2.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of 
Organizational Culture  

 
In this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable (organizational culture) and its 
indicators (i.e. CQ10 and CQ16) is tested. The standardized model-fit generated by the 
AMOS software for the latent variable (organizational culture) and the indicator variables 
(measureable factors) are shown in figures 12 below.  The model fit summary is also shown 
in table 16. 
 

 
Figure 12: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the modified model for predicting effective organizational culture in retail banks 
 
 
Table 16: Baseline comparison estimates for the modified organizational culture 
measurement model.  
 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
As it is highlighted in figure 12 above, four predictive indicators were tested in the modified 
model and minimum was achieved for the model.  Base on the goodness of fit statistics, it is 
evident that the overall model is fits quite well to the data, and thus accepts the null hypothesis 
that the modified model fits the data well. This is supported by the Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) of 1.00 which indicates that the modified model fits the data very well. The maximum 
likelihood estimates entailing the standardized regression estimates and implied correlations 
obtained from AMOS graphics are summarized below. The standardized regression estimates 
which represent the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from 
latent variables to the respective indicator variables in the modified model are highlighted in 
table 17 below.  
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Table 17: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable 
(organizational culture) to indicator variables in modified model. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

The bank’s policies and practices are fair 
toward employees. 

CQ10 0.831 0.557 

Promotions are fairly given out in the bank. CQ16 0.746 0.691 
 
 
The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) for CQ10 (i.e. the 
bank’s policies and practices are fair toward employees.) is .831 (R2 = 0.557). That for CQ16 
(i.e. promotions are fairly given out in the bank) is 0.746 (R2 = 0.691). All the estimated 
loadings for the indicators are significant in that; indicators should by convention, have 
loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for them to be 
significant. The reliabilities for these indicators are also high ranging from 75 % (R2 = 0.557) 
to 83 % (R2 = 0.691).  The implied correlations for all the variables are presented in table 18 
below. 
 

Table 18: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified default model. 
 

Variables OCULL CQ16 CQ10 
OCULL 1.000   
CQ16 .746 1.000  

CQ10 .831 .620 1.000 

 
 
The estimations in table 18 above show that while the relationship between the latent 
variable (OCULL) and the two indicator variables (i.e. CQ10, CQ16) are significant (as 
established earlier on), there is no significant relationship between the two respective 
indicators variables themselves, since the estimated factor loadings that relate them is less 
than 0.7 (i.e. CQ10 – CQ16 = 0.620). 
 
In summary, the analysis of organizational culture (latent variable) shows that the bank’s 
policies and practices being fair toward employees, and also promotions being fairly given out 
as key organizational practices cherished by employees in the retail banks. Base on this 
finding, the organizational culture component of the conceptual model proposed in this study 
(see figure 1) will be represented as a measure of these two factors.   
 
 
4.3. Analysis and Identification of Influential National Culture Indicators 

in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing influential 
“national culture” (NC) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the measurement model 
shown in figure 13 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in table 19 below. 
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Figure 13: Measurement model of relationship between national culture and indicator 
variables using AMOS graphics. 
 
Table 19: Indicator variables of national culture in retail banks 
 

 

Measurable Factors 
Label in 
Model 

Ghanaians love good life and enjoyment. DQ1 
Ghanaians like hard work and saving towards the future. DQ2 
Ghanaians like people to tell them what to do. DQ3 
In Ghana, employees think it is better to follow instructions at work rather 
than do things on their own, even if they know they are right. 

DQ4 

Ghanaians are highly individualistic, and only think of themselves.  DQ5 
Ghanaians think there is no need to worry too much in life, and that God will 
always show them the right way. 

DQ6 

Ghanaians think it is better to enjoy oneself today, because they do not know 
what will happen tomorrow. 

DQ7 

Ghanaians take good care of each other. DQ8 
A good subordinate in a Ghanaian company must avoid actions that may 
surprise or embarrass his/her boss, even if these actions are in the interest of 
the bank. 

DQ9 

People who do well in management in Ghana are shrewd and competitive with 
strong drive for power. 

DQ10 

Knowledge is power in Ghana.  DQ11 
A good relationship is power in Ghana.  DQ12 
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A good subordinate must respect his boss in Ghana. DQ13 
Respect for age must be preserved in a Ghanaian bank. Age and experience in 
life are worth more than paper qualifications. 

DQ14 

A good subordinate must be hard working and loyal to the interests of his boss 
in Ghana. 

DQ15 

In Ghana, it is sensible to fear the threats of “juju” from one’s colleagues and 
subordinates when one is taking management decisions. 

DQ16 

In Ghana, family obligations must be given high priority even in managerial 
decision making. 

DQ17 

 
 
4.3.1. Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of National Culture  
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “national culture” as a 
latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 14 below.  
The model fit summary is also shown in table 20. 
 

 
 
Figure 14: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective national culture in retail banks. 
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Table 20: Model fit summary for national culture measurement model  
 

CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 51 598.527 119 0.000 5.030 
Saturated model 170 0.000 0   
Independence model 17 1242.785 153 0.000 8.123 
 

Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.518 0.381 0.573 0.434 0.560 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 

RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model 0.120 0.110 0.129 0.000 
Independence model 0.159 0.151 0.167 0.000 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 14 above, seventeen (17) predictive indicators were tested per the 
data collected and minimum was achieved for the model. Base on the goodness of fit statistics, 
it is evident that the overall model fit does not appear quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 598.527 (df = 119) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 
0.05 used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.120 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. The estimate for the Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) of 0.560 is far below 1.000 and as such suggests that the model fit to the data is 
questionable. Therefore, the tested measurement model (figure 13) for the latent variable 
(national culture) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be modified somehow. In this regard, 
factor analysis is carried out to identify the indicator variables that have significant 
relationships with the latent variable (i.e. national culture). The standardized regression 
estimate obtained from AMOS which represents the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) 
associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator variables are 
highlighted in table 21 below.  
 
Table 21: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable (national 
culture) to indicator variables. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Ghanaians love good life and enjoyment. DQ1 0.171 0.029 
Ghanaians like hard work and saving towards 
the future. 

DQ2 0.387 0.150 

Ghanaians like people to tell them what to do. DQ3 0.537 0.288 
In Ghana, employees think it is better to follow 
instructions at work rather than do things on 
their own, even if they know they are right. 

DQ4 0.406 0.164 

©Sanda & Kuada 2013  Page 33 of 77 
 



 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Ghanaians are highly individualistic, and only 
think of themselves.  

DQ5 0.425 0.181 

Ghanaians think there is no need to worry too 
much in life, and that God will always show 
them the right way. 

DQ6 0.600 0.360 

Ghanaians think it is better to enjoy oneself 
today, because they do not know what will 
happen tomorrow. 

DQ7 0.557 0.310 

Ghanaians take good care of each other. DQ8 0.417 0.174 
A good subordinate in a Ghanaian company 
must avoid actions that may surprise or 
embarrass his/her boss, even if these actions are 
in the interest of the bank. 

DQ9 0.500 0.250 

People who do well in management in Ghana 
are shrewd and competitive with strong drive 
for power. 

DQ10 0.559 0.313 

Knowledge is power in Ghana.  DQ11 0.420 0.176 
A good relationship is power in Ghana.  DQ12 0.392 0.154 
A good subordinate must respect his boss in 
Ghana. 

DQ13 0.290 0.084 

Respect for age must be preserved in a 
Ghanaian bank. Age and experience in life are 
worth more than paper qualifications. 

DQ14 0.394 0.156 

A good subordinate must be hard working and 
loyal to the interests of his boss in Ghana 

DQ15 0.401 0.161 

In Ghana, it is sensible to fear the threats of 
“juju” from one’s colleagues and subordinates 
when one is taking management decisions. 

DQ16 0.572 0.327 

In Ghana, family obligations must be given high 
priority even in managerial decision making. 

DQ17 0.488 0.238 

 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable for 
them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in table 23 
above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having significant predictive 
relationship with the latent variable (i.e. national culture); (i) People who do well in 
management in Ghana are shrewd and competitive with strong drive for power (r = 0.559, R2 
= 0.313); (ii) In Ghana, family obligations must be given high priority even in managerial 
decision making (r = 0.488, R2 = 0.238); (iii) Ghanaians love good life and enjoyment (r = 
0.171, R2 = 0.029); (iv) Ghanaians like hard work and saving towards the future (r = 0.387, 
R2 = 0.150); (v) Ghanaians like people to tell them what to do (r = 0.537, R2 = 0.288); (vi) In 
Ghana, employees think it is better to follow instructions at work rather than do things on 
their own, even if they know they are right. (r = 0.406, R2 = 0.164); (vii) Ghanaians are 
highly individualistic, and only think of themselves (r = 0.425, R2 = 0.181); (viii) Ghanaians 
think there is no need to worry too much in life, and that God will always show them the 
right way (r = 0.600, R2 = 0.360); (ix) Ghanaians think it is better to enjoy oneself today, 
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because they do not know what will happen tomorrow (r = 0.557, R2 = 0.310); (x) Ghanaians 
take good care of each other (r = 0.417, R2 = 0.174); (xi) A good subordinate in a Ghanaian 
company must avoid actions that may surprise or embarrass his/her boss, even if these 
actions are in the interest of the bank. (r = 0.568, R2 = 0.322); (xii) In Ghana, it is sensible to 
fear the threats of “juju” from one’s colleagues and subordinates when one is taking 
management decisions (r = 0.572, R2 = 0.327); (xiii) A good subordinate must be hard 
working and loyal to the interests of his boss in Ghana (r = 0.401, R2 = 0.161); (xiv)  
Knowledge is power in Ghana (r = 0.420, R2 = 0.176); (xv) Good relationships is power in 
Ghana (r = 0.392, R2 = 154); (xvi)  A good subordinate must respect his boss in Ghana (r = 
0.290, R2 = 0.084), and (xvii)  Respect for age must be preserved in a Ghanaian bank. Age 
and experience in life are worth more than paper qualifications (r = 0.394, R2 = 0.156).  
 
In summary, since all the indicator variables have factor loadings below 0.7, they could be 
projected as non-effective indicators of national culture influence in retail banks in Ghana.  
Base on this finding, the national culture component of the conceptual model proposed in this 
study (see figure 1) becomes immeasurable and thus redundant.   
 
 
4.4. Analysis and Identification of Influential Employee Characteristics 

Indicators in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing influential 
“employee characteristics” (EC) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the measurement 
model shown in figure 15 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in table 22 
below. 
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Figure 15: Measurement model of relationship between employee characteristics and 
indicator variables using AMOS graphics. 
Table 22: Indicator variables of employee characteristics in retail banks. 
 

 

Measurable Factors 
Label in 
Model 

 

Employees are able to do job without feeling it are morally wrong. EQ1 
Employees are able to take pride in a job well done. EQ2 
Employees are able to do something much of the time. EQ3 
Employees are able to do things that do not go against their conscience. EQ4 
Employees are able to stay busy. EQ5 
Employees are able to do something worthwhile. EQ6 
Employees are able to do things that do not go against their religious 
beliefs. 

EQ7 

Employees have the chance to do something that makes use of their 
abilities. 

EQ8 

Employees have the chance to do their job without feeling they are 
cheating someone. 

EQ9 

Employees have the chance to be important in the eyes of others. EQ10 
Employees have the chance to do things for other people. EQ11 
Employees have the chance to tell people what to do. EQ12 
Employees have the chance to be responsible for the work of others. EQ13 
Employees have the chance to tell others what to do. EQ14 
Employees have the power and authority to execute their duties. EQ15 
Employees have the chance to make decisions on their own. EQ16 
Employees get the feeling of accomplishment from their jobs. EQ17 

 
 
4.4.1. Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of Employee Charaterisitics  
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “employee characteristics” 
as a latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 16 
below.  The model fit summary is also shown in table 23. 
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Figure 16: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective employee characteristics in retail banks. 
 
 
Table 23: Model fit summary for employee characteristics measurement model.  
 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 51 571.770 119 0.000 4.805 
Saturated model 170 0.000 0   
Independence model 17 1979.184 153 .000 12.936 
 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.711 0.629 0.757 0.681 0.752 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .116 .107 .126 .000 
Independence model .206 .198 .214 .000 
 
 

As it is highlighted in figure 16 above, seventeen (17) predictive indicators were tested per the 
data collected and minimum was achieved for the model. Base on the goodness of fit statistics, 
it is evident that the overall model fit does not appear quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 571.770 (df = 119) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 
0.05 used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.116 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. The estimate for the Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) of 0.752 is below 1.000 and as such suggests that the model fit to the data is 
questionable. Therefore, the tested measurement model (figure 15) for the latent variable 
(employee characteristics) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be modified somehow. In this 
regard, factor analysis is carried out to identify the indicator variables that have significant 
relationships with the latent variable (i.e. employee characteristics). The standardized 
regression estimate obtained from AMOS which represents the factor loadings (i.e. indicator 
coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator 
variables are highlighted in table 24 below.  
 
 
Table 24: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable (employee 
characteristics) to indicator variables. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Employees are able to do job without feeling it are 
morally wrong. 

EQ1 0.427 0.183 

Employees are able to take pride in a job well 
done. 

EQ2 0.548 0.300 

Employees are able to do something much of the 
time. 

EQ3 0.662 0.438 

Employees are able to do things that do not go 
against their conscience. 

EQ4 0.608 0.369 

Employees are able to stay busy. EQ5 0.483 0.234 
Employees are able to do something worthwhile. EQ6 0.573 0.328 
Employees are able to do things that do not go 
against their religious beliefs. 

EQ7 0.617 0.381 

Employees have the chance to do something that 
makes use of their abilities. 

EQ8 0.645 0.416 

Employees have the chance to do their job without 
feeling they are cheating someone. 

EQ9 0.730 0.533 

Employees have the chance to be important in the 
eyes of others. 

EQ10 0.582 0.339 
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Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Employees have the chance to do things for other 
people. 

EQ11 0.700 0.489 

Employees have the chance to tell people what to 
do. 

EQ12 0.540 0.292 

Employees have the chance to be responsible for 
the work of others. 

EQ13 0.408 0.166 

Employees have the chance to tell others what to 
do. 

EQ14 0.562 0.316 

Employees have the power and authority to 
execute their duties. 

EQ15 0.680 0.463 

Employees have the chance to make decisions on 
their own. 

EQ16 0.456 0.208 

Employees get the feeling of accomplishment from 
their jobs. 

EQ17 0.642 0.413 

 
 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable for 
them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in table 24 
above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having significant predictive 
relationship with the latent variable (i.e. employee characteristics). In this regard therefore, 
based on the results highlighted in table 24 above, the following indicators could be deemed 
as not having significant predictive relationship with the latent variable (i.e. employee 
characteristics); (i) Employees are able to do job without feeling it are morally wrong (r = 
0.427, R2 = 0.183); (ii) Employees are able to take pride in a job well done (r = 0.548, R2 = 
0.300), (iii) Employees are able to do something much of the time (r = 0.662, R2 = 0.438), 
(iv) Employees are able to do things that do not go against their conscience (r = 0.608, R2 = 
0.369), (v) Employees are able to stay busy (r = 0.483, R2 = 0.234), (vi) Employees are able 
to do something worthwhile (r = 0.573, R2 = 0.328), (vii) Employees are able to do things 
that do not go against their religious beliefs (r = 0.617, R2 = 0.381), (viii) Employees have the 
chance to do something that makes use of their abilities (r = 0.645, R2 = 0.416), (ix) 
Employees have the chance to be responsible for the work of others (r = 0.408, R2 = 0.166), 
(x) Employees have the chance to be important in the eyes of others (r = 0.582, R2 = 0.339), 
(xi) Employees have the chance to tell people what to do (r = 0.540, R2 = 0.292), (xii) 
Employees have the chance to tell others what to do (r = 0.562, R2 = 0.316), (xiii) Employees 
have the power and authority to execute their duties (r = 0.680, R2 = 0.463), (xiv) Employees 
have the chance to make decisions on their own (r = 0.456, R2 = 0.208), and (xv) Employees 
get the feeling of accomplishment from their jobs (r = 0.642, R2 = 0.413). 
 
On the other hand, the following two (2) indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as 
indicated in table 24 above are identified and used to modify the measurement model (figure 
15) for the latent variable (employee characteristics) which was then retested using 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis; EQ9 - Employees have the chance to do their job without 
feeling they are cheating someone (r = 0.730, R2 = 0.533) and EQ11 - Employees have the 
chance to do things for other people (r = 0.700, R2 = 0.489). 
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4.4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of Employee 
Charaterisitics  

 
In this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable (employee characteristics) and its 
indicators (i.e. EQ9 and EQ11) is tested. The standardized model-fit generated by the AMOS 
software for the latent variable (employee characteristics) and the indicator variables 
(measureable factors) are shown in figures 17 below.  The model fit summary is also shown 
in table 25. 
 

 
Figure 17: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the modified model for predicting effective employee characterisitcs in retail banks 
 
 
Table 25: Baseline comparison estimates for employee characteristics modified measurement 
model.  
 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 17 above, two (2) predictive indicators were tested in the 
modified model and minimum was achieved for the model.  Based on the goodness of fit 
statistics, it is evident from the baseline comparison estimates that the overall model fits quite 
well to the data. The estimated Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 1.00 accepts the null 
hypothesis that the modified model fits the data well. The maximum likelihood estimates 
entailing the standardized regression estimates and implied correlations obtained from AMOS 
graphics are summarized below. The standardized regression estimates which represent the 
factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to 
the respective indicator variables in the modified model are highlighted in table 26 below.  
 
Table 26: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (employee 
characteristics) to indicator variables in modified model 
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Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Employees have the chance to do their job 
without feeling they are cheating someone. 

EQ9 0.826 0.576 

Employees have the chance to do things for 
other people. EQ11 0.759 0.683 

 
The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) for EQ9 (i.e. 
employees have the chance to do their job without feeling they are cheating someone) and 
EQ11 (i.e. employees have the chance to do things for other people) are 0.826 (R2 = 0.576) 
and 0.759 (R2 = 0.683) respectively. The estimated loadings for the indicators are significant. 
Indicators should by convention have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable 
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for them to be significant. The reliabilities for these indicators 
are also high ranging from 76 % (R2 = 0.576) to 83 % (R2 = 0.683). The implied correlations 
for all the variables are presented in table 27 below. 
 
 
Table 27: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified default model 
 

Variables ECH EQ9 EQ11 
ECH 1.000   
EQ9 .759 1.000  

EQ11 .826 .627 1.000 
 
The estimations in table 27 above show that while the relationship between the latent variable 
(ECH) and the two indicator variables (i.e. EQ9, EQ11) are significant (as established earlier 
on), there is no significant relationship between the two respective indicators variables 
themselves, since the estimated factor loadings that relate them is less than 0.7 (i.e. EQ9 – 
EQ11 = 0.627). 
 
In summary, the analysis of employee characteristics (latent variable) shows that a good 
measure of such characteristic is indicated by employees having the chance to do their job 
without feeling they are cheating someone, as well as doing things for other people. Base on 
this findings, the employee characteristics component of the conceptual model proposed in 
this study (see figure 1) will be represented as a measure of these two factors.   
 
 
4.5. Analysis and Identification of Influential Employee Job Satisfaction 

Indicators in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing influential 
“employee job satisfaction” (EJS) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the 
measurement model shown in figure 18 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in 
table 28 below. 
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Figure 18: Measurement model of relationship between employee job satisfaction and 
indicator variables using AMOS graphics. 
 
Table 28: Indicator variables of employee job satisfaction in retail banks 
 

 

Measurable Factors 
 

 

Label in Model 

Banks’ organizational policies and practices toward employees. FQ1 
The way that layoffs and transfers are avoided in the bank. FQ2 
The way co-workers get along with each other. FQ3 
The way the bank’s system treats its employees. FQ4 
Opportunities for advancement in the bank. FQ5 
Amount of pay employees receive for the work they do. FQ6 
The way promotions are given out in the bank. FQ7 
The routine in employees’ work. FQ8 
The physical surroundings of the work environment. FQ9 
The pleasantness of the social working conditions. FQ10 
The way supervisor and employees understand each other. FQ11 
The way managers notice employees when they do good jobs. FQ14 
The way managers handle employees’ complaints. FQ13 
The way managers train employees. FQ12 
Management commitment to the continual development of staff. FQ15 
The way managers delegate work to staff members. FQ16 
The credit employees’ get from supervisors for the work they do. FQ17 
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4.5.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Employee Job Satisfaction 
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “employee job satisfaction” 
as a latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 19 
below.  The model fit summary is also shown in table 29. 
 

 
 
Figure 19: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective employee job satisfactions in retail banks 
 
 
Table 29: Model fit summary for employee job satisfaction measurement model  
 

CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 52 489.222 119 0.000 4.111 
Saturated model 170 0.000 0   
Independence model 17 2311.855 153 0.000 15.110 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.788 0.728 0.831 0.780 0.829 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model 0.105 0.096 0.115 0.000 
Independence model 0.224 0.216 0.232 0.000 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 19 above, two (2) predictive indicators were tested per the data 
collected and minimum was achieved for the modified model. Base on the goodness of fit 
statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit appears quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 489.222 (df = 119) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 
0.05 used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.105 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. Even though the estimate for the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) of 0.829 indicates an acceptance of the null hypothesis, it also suggests that 
the model fit to the data is questionable. Therefore, the measurement model (figure 18) for 
the latent variable (employee job satisfaction) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be 
modified somehow. In this regard, factor analysis is carried out to identify the indicator 
variables that have significant relationships with the latent variable (i.e. employee job 
satisfaction). The standardized regression estimate obtained from AMOS which represents 
the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent 
variables to the respective indicator variables are highlighted in table 30 below.  
 
Table 30: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable (employee 
job satisfaction) to indicator variables 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Banks’ organizational policies and practices 
toward employees. 

FQ1 0.644 0.414 

The way that layoffs and transfers are avoided in 
the bank. 

FQ2 0.497 0.247 

The way co-workers get along with each other. FQ3 0.496 0.246 
The way the bank’s system treats its employees. FQ4 0.752 0.566 
Opportunities for advancement in the bank. FQ5 0.735 0.540 
Amount of pay employees receive for the work 
they do. 

FQ6 0.646 0.418 

The way promotions are given out in the bank. FQ7 0.757 0.573 
The routine in employees’ work. FQ8 0.721 0.520 
The physical surroundings of the work 
environment. 

FQ9 0.543 0.295 

The pleasantness of the social working 
conditions. 

FQ10 0.514 0.264 

The way supervisor and employees understand 
each other. 

FQ11 0.447 0.200 

The way managers notice employees when they 
do good jobs. 

FQ12 0.735 0.540 
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Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

The way managers handle employees’ 
complaints. 

FQ13 0.670 0.449 

The way managers train employees. FQ14 0.682 0.465 
Management commitment to the continual 
development of staff. 

FQ15 0.703 0.494 

The way managers delegate work to staff. FQ16 0.563 0.317 
The credit employees’ get from supervisors for 
the work they do. 

FQ17 0.556 0.309 

 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable for 
them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in table 30 
above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having significant predictive 
relationship with the latent variable (i.e. employee job satisfaction). In this regard therefore, 
based on the results highlighted in table 30 above, the following indicators could be deemed 
as not having significant predictive relationship with the latent variable (i.e. employee job 
satisfaction); (i) Banks’ organizational policies and practices toward employees (r = 0.644, R2 
= 0.414); (ii) The way that layoffs and transfers are avoided in the bank (r = 0.497, R2 = 
0.247), (iii) The way co-workers get along with each other (r = 0.496, R2 = 0.246), (iv) 
Amount of pay employees receive for the work they do (r = 646, R2 = 0.418), (v) The 
physical surroundings of the work environment (r = 0.543, R2 = 0.295), (vi) The pleasantness 
of the social working conditions (r = 0.514, R2 = 0.264), (vii) The way supervisor and 
employees understand each other (r = 0.447, R2 = 0.200), (viii) The way managers handle 
employees’ complaints (r = 0.670, R2 = 0.449), (ix) The way managers train employees (r = 
0.682, R2 = 0.465), (x) The credit employees’ get from supervisors for the work they do (r = 
0.556, R2 = 0.309), and (xi) The way managers delegate work to staff (r = 0.563, R2 = 0.317).  

 
On the other hand, the following six (6) indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as 
indicated in table 8 above are identified and used to modify the measurement model (figure 
18) which was then retested using Confirmatory Factor Analysis; FQ4 - The way the bank’s 
system treats its employees (r = 0.752, R2 = 0.566); FQ5 - Opportunities for advancement in 
the bank (r = 0.735, R2 = 0.540); FQ7 - The way promotions are given out in the bank (r = 
0.757, R2 = 0.573); FQ8 - The routine in employees’ work (r = 0.721, R2 = 0.520); FQ12 - The 
way managers notice employees when they do good jobs (r = 0.735, R2 = 0.540) and FQ15 - 
Management commitment to the continual development of staff (r = 0.703, R2 = 0.494). 
 
4.5.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of Employee Job 

Satisfaction  
 
In this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable (employee job satisfaction) and its 
indicators (i.e. FQ4, FQ5, FQ7, FQ8, FQ12 and FQ15) is tested. The standardized model-fit 
generated by the AMOS software for the latent variable (employee job satisfaction) and the 
indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 20 below. The model fit 
summary is also shown in table 31. 
 

©Sanda & Kuada 2013  Page 45 of 77 
 



 
 
Figure 20: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the modified model for predicting effective employee job satisfaction in retail banks 
 
 

Table 31: Baseline comparison estimates for the modified employee job satisfaction 
measurement model.  
 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .958 .901 .969 .926 .968 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

 
As it is highlighted in figure 20 above, four predictive indicators were tested in the modified 
model and minimum was achieved for the model.  Base on the goodness of fit statistics, it is 
evident that the overall model fit quite well to the data, and the null hypothesis that the model 
fits the data is accepted. This observation is supported by the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 
0.968 which is very close to 1.000 and as such suggests that the modified model fits the data 
well. The maximum likelihood estimates entailing the standardized regression estimates and 
implied correlations obtained from AMOS graphics are summarized below. The standardized 
regression estimates which represent the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated 
with the arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator variables in the modified 
model are highlighted in table 32 below. 
  
Table 32: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (employee 
job satisfaction) to indicator variables in modified model 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

The way the bank’s system treats its 
employees. 

FQ4 0.733 0.537 

Opportunities for advancement in the bank. FQ5 0.783 0.613 
The way promotions are given out in the bank. FQ7 0.815 0.664 
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Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

The routine in employees’ work. FQ8 0.722 0.521 
The way managers notice employees when 
they do good jobs. 

FQ12 0.689 0.474   

Management commitment to the continual 
development of staff. 

FQ15 0.652 0.425 

 
The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) for FQ4 (i.e. the way 
the bank’s system treats its employees.) is 0.733 (R2 = 0.537). That for FQ5 (i.e. opportunities 
for advancement in the bank) is 0.783 (R2 = 0.735). The estimations for FQ7 (i.e. the way 
promotions are given out in the bank) is 0.815 (R2 = 0.664), and that for FQ8 (i.e. the routine 
in employees’ work) is 0.722 (R2 = 0.521). That for FQ12 (i.e. the way managers notice 
employees when they do good jobs) is 0.689 (R2 = 0.474) while for FQ15 (i.e. Management 
commitment to the continual development of staff), the regression estimate is 0.652 (R2 = 
0.425). The estimated loadings for the indicators FQ4, FQ5, FQ7, and FQ8 are all significant 
in that they have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable (Schumacker & Lomax, 
2004). Conversely, the estimated loadings for the indicators FQ12 and FQ15 have factor 
loadings less than 0.7 and hence are insignificant relative to the latent variable in the 
modified model. In this regard therefore, the modified model was re-modified and tested.  In 
this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable (employee job satisfaction) and its 
indicators (i.e. FQ4, FQ5, FQ7 and FQ8) is tested. The standardized model-fit generated by 
the AMOS software for the latent variable (employee job satisfaction) and the indicator 
variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 21 below.  The model fit summary is 
also shown in table 33. 

 
Figure 21: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the re-modified model for predicting effective employee job satisfaction in retail banks. 
 
Table 33: Baseline comparison estimates for the re-modified employee job satisfaction 
measurement model.  
 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.963 0.813 0.967 0.831 0.966 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
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Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
As it is highlighted in figure 21 above, four predictive indicators were tested in the re-
modified model and minimum was achieved for the model.  Based on the goodness of fit 
statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit quite well to the data. This is because the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.966 indicates that the modified model descriptively fits the 
data well. The maximum likelihood estimates entailing the standardized regression estimates, 
squared multiple correlations and implied correlations obtained from AMOS graphics are 
summarized below. The standardized regression estimates which represent the factor loadings 
(i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective 
indicator variables in the modified model are highlighted in table 34 below.  
 
Table 34: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (employee 
job satisfaction) to indicator variables in modified model 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimates 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

The way the bank’s system treats its employees. FQ4 0.718 0.516 
Opportunities for advancement in the bank. FQ5 0.783 0.613 
The way promotions are given out in the bank. FQ7 0.846 0.715   
The routine in employees’ work. FQ8 0.712 0.507   

 
The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) for FQ4 (i.e. the way 
the bank’s system treats its employees.) is 0.718 (R2 = 0.516). That for FQ5 (i.e. 
opportunities for advancement in the bank) is 0.783 (R2 = 0.613). The estimations for FQ7 
(i.e. the way promotions are given out in the bank) is 0.846 (R2 = 0.715), and that for FQ8 
(i.e. the routine in employees’ work) is 0.712 (R2 = 0.507). The estimated loadings for the 
indicators FQ4, FQ5, FQ7, and FQ8 are all significant in that they have loadings of 0.7 or 
higher on the latent variable (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In this regard therefore, the data 
fits the re-modified model. The reliabilities for these indicators are also high ranging from 71 
% (R2 = 0.507) to 84 % (R2 = 0.715). The implied correlations for all the variables in the re-
modified model are presented in table 35 below. 
 
Table 35: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified model. 
 

Variables EJS FQ8 FQ7 FQ5 FQ4 
EJS 1.000     
FQ8 0.712 1.000    
FQ7 0.846 0.602 1.000   
FQ5 0.783 0.557 0.662 1.000  
FQ4 0.718 0.512 0.608 0.562 1.000 

 
The estimations in table 35 above show that while the relationship between the latent variable 
(EJS) and all the indicator variables (i.e. FQ4, FQ5, FQ7, FQ8) are significant (as established 
earlier on), there is no significant relationship among the respective indicators variables 
themselves, since the estimated factor loadings that relate them are all less than 0.7. For 
example, the relationships FQ4 – FQ5 = 0.562; FQ4 – FQ7 = 0.608; FQ4 – FQ8 = 0.512; 
FQ5 – FQ7 = 0.662; FQ5 – FQ8 = 0.557; and FQ7 – FQ8 = 0.602. In summary, the analysis 
of employee job satisfaction (latent variable) shows that staff in retail banks derive 
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satisfaction at the workplace from the routine in their work, the way the organizational 
system treats employees, the way promotions are given out, as well as the opportunities for 
advancement. Base on this findings, the employee job satisfaction component of the 
conceptual model proposed in this study (see figure 1) will be represented as a measure of 
these four factors.   
 
 
4.6. Analysis and Identification of Influential Organizational Commitment 

Indicators in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing influential 
“organizational commitment” (OCT) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the 
measurement model shown in figure 22 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in 
table 36 below. 
 

 
Figure 22: Measurement model of relationship between organizational commitment and 
indicator variables using AMOS graphics. 
 
Table 36: Indicator variables of organizational commitment in retail banks 
 

 

Measurable Factors 
 

 

Label in 
Model 

 

Employees’ commitment to the future success of the bank.  GQ1 
Extent to which employees see their commitments to the bank as high. GQ2 
Employee getting a feeling of accomplishment from the job. GQ3 
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Bank’s economic system maximizing employees’ commitment.  GQ4 
Employee getting praise for doing a good job. GQ5 
Encouraging the pursuit of individual goals in the bank, even if this is 
at the expense of group loyalty. 

GQ6 

Employee commitment towards providing good services to the bank’s 
customers. 

GQ7 

Contribution of employee’s job commitment to organizational 
performance. 

GQ8 

Employees having the chances to advance in their positions. GQ9 
Employees doing their jobs without feeling that they are cheating on 
the bank. 

GQ10 

The work employees do in the bank makes use of their abilities. GQ11 
Staff layoffs and transfers are avoided in the firm. GQ12 
Salaries that the bank pays employees compares in equal measures with 
that paid to employees in other firms. 

GQ13 

The bank treats its employees very well. GQ14 
Employees are able to do their jobs without feeling it is morally wrong. GQ15 
 
4.6.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational 

Commitment  
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “organizational 
commitment” as a latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown 
in figures 23 below.  The model fit summary is also shown in table 37. 
 

 
Figure 23: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective organizational commitment in retail banks. 
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Table 37: Model fit summary for organizational characteristics measurement model.  
 

CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 46 510.944 89 .000 5.741 
Saturated model 135 .000 0   
Independence model 15 1825.546 120 .000 15.213 
 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .720 .623 .757 .666 .753 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .130 .119 .141 .000 
Independence model .225 .216 .234 .000 

 
As it is highlighted in figure 23 above, fifteen (15) predictive indicators were tested per the 
data collected and minimum was achieved for the modified model. Base on the goodness of fit 
statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit appears quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 510.944 (df = 89) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 0.05 
used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.130 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. Even though the estimate for the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) of 0.753 indicates an acceptance of the null hypothesis, it also suggests that 
the model fit to the data is questionable. Therefore, the measurement model (figure 22) for the 
latent variable (organizational commitment) shows a poor fit and as such needs to be modified 
somehow. In this regard, factor analysis is carried out to identify the indicator variables that 
have significant relationships with the latent variable (i.e. organizational commitment). The 
standardized regression estimate obtained from AMOS which represents the factor loadings 
(i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective 
indicator variables are highlighted in table 38 below.  
 
Table 38: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable 
(organizational commitment) to indicator variables. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Employees’ commitment to the future success of 
the bank.  

GQ1 0.490 0.240 

Extent to which employees see their 
commitments to the bank as high. 

GQ2 0.569 0.323 

Employee getting a feeling of accomplishment 
from the job. 

GQ3 0.727 0.528 
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Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Bank’s economic system maximizing 
employees’ commitment.  

GQ4 0.710 0.504 

Employee getting praise for doing a good job. GQ5 0.613 0.376 
Encouraging the pursuit of individual goals in 
the bank, even if this is at the expense of group 
loyalty. 

GQ6 0.469 0.220 

Employee commitment towards providing good 
services to the bank’s customers. 

GQ7 0.449 0.202 

Contribution of employee’s job commitment to 
organizational performance. 

GQ8 0.537 0.288 

Employees having the chances to advance in 
their positions. 

GQ9 0.759 0.575 

Employees doing their jobs without feeling that 
they are cheating on the bank. 

GQ10 0.619 0.384 

The work employees do in the bank makes use 
of their abilities. 

GQ11 0.683 0.466 

Staff layoffs and transfers are avoided in the 
firm. 

GQ12 0.466 0.217 

Salaries that the bank pays employees compares 
in equal measures with that paid to employees in 
other firms. 

GQ13 0.444 0.197 

The bank treats its employees very well. GQ14 0.711 0.505 
Employees are able to do their jobs without 
feeling it is morally wrong. 

GQ15 0.630 0.397 

 
 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable for 
them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in table 38 
above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having significant predictive 
relationship with the latent variable (i.e. organizational commitment). In this regard therefore, 
based on the results highlighted in table 40 above, the following indicators could be deemed 
as not having significant predictive relationship with the latent variable (i.e. organizational 
commitment); (i) Employees’ commitment to the future success of the bank (r = 0.490, R2 = 
0.240); (ii) Extent to which employees see their commitments to the bank as high (r = 0.569, 
R2 = 0.323), (iii) Employee getting praise for doing a good job (r = 0.613, R2 = 0.376), (iv) 
Encouraging the pursuit of individual goals in the bank, even if this is at the expense of group 
loyalty (r = 0.469, R2 = 0.220), (v) Employee commitment towards providing good services 
to the bank’s customers (r = 0.449, R2 = 0.202), (vi) Contribution of employee’s job 
commitment to organizational performance (r = 0.537, R2 = 0.288), (vii) Employees doing 
their jobs without feeling that they are cheating on the bank (r = 0.619, R2 = 0.384), (viii) The 
work employees do in the bank makes use of their abilities (r = 0.683, R2 = 0.466), (ix) Staff 
layoffs and transfers are avoided in the firm (r = 0.466, R2 = 0.217), (x) Salaries that the bank 
pays employees compares in equal measures with that paid to employees in other firms (r = 
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0.444, R2 = 0.197), and (xi) Employees are able to do their jobs without feeling it is morally 
wrong (r = 0.630, R2 = 0.397). 
 
On the other hand, the following four (4) indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as 
indicated in table 8 above are identified and used to modify the measurement model (figure 
22) which was then retested using Confirmatory Factor Analysis; GQ3 - Employee getting a 
feeling of accomplishment from the job (r = 0.727, R2 = 0.528); GQ4 - Bank’s economic 
system maximizing employees’ commitment (r = 0.710, R2 = 0.504); GQ9 - Employees having 
the chances to advance in their positions (r = 0.759, R2 = 0.575); and GQ14 - The bank treats 
its employees very well (r = 0.711, R2 = 0.505). 
 
 
4.6.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of 

Organizational Commitment  
 
In this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable (organizational commitment) and 
its indicators (i.e. GQ3, GQ4, GQ9 and GQ14) is tested. The standardized model-fit 
generated by the AMOS software for the latent variable (organizational commitment) and the 
indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 24 below.  The model fit 
summary is also shown in table 39. 
 

 
Figure 24: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the modified model for predicting effective organizational commitment in retail banks. 
 
Table 39: Baseline comparison estimates for the modified organizational characteristics 
measurement model.  
 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 1.000 0.999 1.005 1.025 1.000 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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As it is highlighted in figure 24 above, four predictive indicators were tested in the modified 
model and minimum was achieved for the model.  Base on the goodness of fit statistics, it is 
evident that the overall model fit the data quite well. This is because the Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI) of 1.00 indicates that the modified model fits the data well, add thus accepts the 
null hypothesis that the model fits the data. The maximum likelihood estimates entailing the 
standardized regression estimates and implied correlations obtained from AMOS graphics are 
summarized below. The standardized regression estimates which represent the factor loadings 
(i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows from latent variables to the respective 
indicator variables in the modified model are highlighted in table 40 below.  
 
Table 40: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable 
(organizational commitment) to indicator variables in modified model. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations
(R2) 

Employee getting a feeling of accomplishment 
from the job. 

GQ3 0.736 0.541 

Bank’s economic system maximizing 
employees’ commitment.  

GQ4 0.740 0.548 

Employees having the chances to advance in 
their positions. 

GQ9 0.712 0.507 

The bank treats its employees very well. GQ14 0.759 0.577 
 
 
The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) for GQ3 (i.e. Employee 
getting a feeling of accomplishment from the job) is 0.7136 (R2 = 0.541). That for GQ4 (i.e. 
Bank’s economic system maximizing employees’ commitment) is 0.740(R2 = 0.548). The 
estimate for GQ9 (i.e. Employees having the chances to advance in their positions) is 712 (R2 
= 0.507), while that for GQ14 (i.e. the bank treats its employees very well), is 0.759 (R2 = 
0.577). All the estimated loadings for the indicators are significant in that; indicators should 
by convention, have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable (Schumacker & Lomax, 
2004) for them to be significant. The reliabilities for these indicators are also high ranging 
from 71 % (R2 = 0.507) to 76 % (R2 = 0.577). The implied correlations for all the variables 
are presented in tables 41 below. 
 
 
Table 41: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified default model 
 

Variables OCT GQ14 BQ9 BQ4 BQ3 
OCT 1.000     
GQ14 0.759 1.000    
GQ9 0.712 0.541 1.000   
GQ4 0.740 0.562 0.527 1.000  
GQ3 0.736 0.559 0.524 0.544 1.000 
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The estimations in table 41 above show that while the relationship between the latent variable 
(LS) and all the indicator variables (i.e. GQ3, GQ4, GQ9, GQ14) are significant (as 
established earlier on), there is no significant relationship among the respective indicators 
variables themselves, since the estimated factor loadings that relate them are all less than 0.7. 
For example, the relationships GQ3 – GQ4 = 0.544; GQ3 – GQ9 = 0.524; GQ3 – GQ14 = 
0.559; GQ4 – GQ9 = 0.527; GQ4 – GQ14 = 0.562; and GQ9 – GQ14 = 0.541. 
 
In summary, the analysis of organizational commitment (latent variable) shows that it is 
manifested in retail banks when the employees are treated very well such that they get feelings 
of accomplishment from the job, and also the chances to advance in their positions. Such 
employee commitment is maximizes by the Bank’s economic system. Base on this findings, 
the organizational commitment component of the conceptual model proposed in this study 
(see figure 1) will be represented as a measure of these four factors.   
 
 
4.7. Analysis and Identification of Influential Organizational Performance 

Indicators in Retail Banks 
 
In this section, the dominant indicators perceived by employees as characterizing influential 
“organizational performance” (OP) in retail banks in Ghana are identified using the 
measurement model shown in figure 25 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in 
table 42 below. 
 

 
 
Figure 25: Measurement model of relationship between organizational performance and 
indicator variables using AMOS graphics. 
 
 
Table 42: Indicator variables of organizational performance in retail banks. 
 

 

Measurable Factors 
 

 

Label in Model 

Sales Growth HQ1 
Profitability/ROI HQ2 
Quality of bank products and Services HQ3 
Employee Satisfaction HQ4 
Overall Organizational Performance HQ5 
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4.7.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational 
Performance  

 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for “organizational 
performance” as a latent variable and its indicator variables (measureable factors) are shown 
in figures 26 below.  The model fit summary is also shown in table 43. 
 

 
 
Figure 26: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
for predicting effective organizational performance in retail banks. 
 
 
Table 43: Model fit summary for the organizational performance measurement model.  
 

CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 15 56.846 5 0.000 11.369 
Saturated model 20 0.000 0   
Independence model 10 552.057 10 0.000 55.206 

 

Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.897 0.794 0.905 0.809 0.904 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 

RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model 0.192 0.149 0.239 0.000 
Independence model 0.439 0.408 0.471 0.000 

 
As it is highlighted in figure 26 above, five (5) predictive indicators were tested per the data 
collected and minimum was achieved for the model. Based on the goodness of fit statistics, it 
is evident that the overall model fit does not appear quite good. Base on the goodness of fit 
statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit appears quite good. This is because the 
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estimated χ2 of 56.846 (df = 5) has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 0.05 
used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.192is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus rejects 
the null hypothesis of a good model fit. Even though the estimate for the Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI) of 0.904 is close to 1.000, indicating the acceptance of the null hypothesis, it also 
suggests that the model fit to the data is questionable. Therefore, the measurement model 
(figure 25) for the latent variable (organizational performance) shows a poor fit and as such 
needs to be modified somehow. In this regard, factor analysis is carried out to identify the 
indicator variables that have significant relationships with the latent variable (i.e. 
organizational performance). The standardized regression estimate obtained from AMOS 
which represents the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the arrows 
from latent variables to the respective indicator variables are highlighted in table 44 below.  
 
Table 44: Standardized regression estimate (factor loading) from latent variable 
(organizational performance) to indicator variables. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

 

Standardized 
Regression 

factor loading 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations 

Sales Growth HQ1 0.696 0.484 
Profitability/ROI HQ2 0.739 0.547 
Quality of bank products and Services HQ3 0.749 0.561 
Employee Satisfaction HQ4 0.644 0.415 
Overall Organizational Performance HQ5 0.742 0.551 

 
By convention, the indicators should have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable for 
them to be significant. In this regard therefore, based on the results highlighted in table 46 
above, the following indicators could be deemed as not having significant predictive 
relationship with the latent variable (i.e. organizational performance). In this regard therefore, 
based on the results highlighted in table 44 above, the only indicator variable that could be 
deemed as not having significant predictive relationship with the latent variable (i.e. 
organizational performance) is; HQ4 - Employee Satisfaction (r = 0.644, R2 = 0.415. On the 
other hand, the following four (4) indicator variables with loadings of 0.7 and higher as 
indicated in table 44 above are identified and used to modify the measurement model (figure 
1) which was then retested using Confirmatory Factor Analysis; )  HQ1 - Sales growth (r = 
0.696, R2 = 0.484). HQ2 - Profitability/ROI (r = 0.739, R2 = 0.561); HQ3 - Quality of bank 
products and Services (r = 0.749, R2 = 0.606); and HQ5 - Overall organizational performance 
(r = 0.742, R2 = 0.551). 

 
 

4.7.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of 
Organizational Performance  

 
In this analysis, the meaningfulness of the latent variable (organizational performance) and 
its indicators (i.e. HQ1, HQ2, HQ3 and HQ5) is tested. The standardized model-fit generated 
by the AMOS software for the latent variable (organizational performance) and the indicator 
variables (measureable factors) are shown in figures 27 below.  The model fit summary is 
also shown in table 45. 
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Figure 27: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the modified model for predicting effective organizational performance in retail banks 
 
 
Table 45: Baseline comparison estimates for the modified organizational performance 
measurement model.  
 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.902 0.707 0.907 0.717 0.906 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 27 above, four (4) predictive indicators were tested in the 
modified model and minimum was achieved for the model.  Based on the goodness of fit 
statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit quite well to the data. This is because the 
estimated the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.906 suggests that the modified model fits the 
data well, and the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is accepted.  
 
The maximum likelihood estimates entailing the standardized regression estimates, and 
implied correlations obtained from AMOS graphics are summarized below. The standardized 
regression estimates which represent the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated 
with the arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator variables in the modified 
model are highlighted in table 46 below.  
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Table 46: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable 
(organizational performance) to indicator variables in modified model. 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

 

Indicator 
Label in 
Model 

 

Standardized 
Regression 
Estimate 

(r) 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlations 
(R2) 

Sales Growth  HQ1 0.745 0.555 
Profitability/ROI HQ2 0.745 0.555 
Quality of bank products and Services HQ3 0.736 0.542 

Overall Organizational Performance HQ5 0.705 0.497 

 
The standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) for BQ6 (i.e. managers 
handling employee issues very well) is 0.702 (R2 = 0.492). That for BQ7 (i.e. supervisors 
giving employees full credit for the work done) is 0.857 (R2 = 0.735). For BQ9 (i.e. managers 
taking care of complaints brought up by employees) and BQ11 (i.e. managers enhancing 
employees’ career advancement into specialist departments or management positions), the 
standardized regression estimates (indicator loading coefficients) are 0.789 (R2 = 0.622) and 
0.718 (R2 = 0.516) respectively. All the estimated loadings for the indicators are significant in 
that; indicators should by convention, have loadings of 0.7 or higher on the latent variable 
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for them to be significant. The reliabilities for these indicators 
are also high ranging from 70 % (R2 = 0.497) to 74 % (R2 = 0.555). The implied correlations 
for all the variables are presented in table 47 below. 
 
 
Table 47: Implied correlations for all indicator variables in the modified model. 
 

Variables HQ1 HQ2 HQ3 HQ5 
HQ1 1.000    
HQ2 0.555 1.000   
HQ3 0.549 0.549 1.000  
HQ5 0.525 0.525 0.519 1.000 

 
 
The estimations in table 47 above show that while the relationship between the latent variable 
(LS) and all the indicator variables (i.e. HQ1, HQ2, HQ3, HQ5) are significant (as 
established earlier on), there is no significant relationship among the respective indicators 
variables themselves, since the estimated factor loadings that relate them are all less than 0.7. 
For example, the relationships HQ1 – HQ2 = 0.555; HQ1 – HQ3 = 0.549; HQ1 – HQ5 = 
0.525; HQ2 – HQ3 = 0.549; HQ2 – HQ5 = 0.525; and HQ3 – HQ5 = 0.519. 
 
In summary, the analysis of organizational performance (latent variable) shows that in retail 
banks, such performance reflected by the banks’ Sales growth, the profitability of their 
operations, the quality of their products and services, as well as their overall organizational 
performance. Base on this findings, the organizational performance component of the 
conceptual model proposed in this study (see figure 1) will be represented as a measure of 
these four factors.   
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5. STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
 
The derivations from the confirmatory factor analysis identifying the requisite indicators that 
have significant relationships with their respective latent variables (i.e. leadership style, 
organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance) are incorporated in the 
conceptual model (recall: figure 1) to yield the re-conceptualized structural model shown in 
figure 28 below. The indicator labels in this model are shown in table 48 below. Structural 
analysis is then conducted to determine the model fit of the re-conceptualized structural model 
using the AMOS software. The indicator fit in this model is interpreted from the perspective 
of Schumacker and Lomax (2004) that estimated indicator loadings on the latent variable must 
be 0.7 or higher. The criteria used to establish model fit include; Chi Square (CMIN), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).  
 

 
Figure 28: Re-conceptualized structural model showing relationship between leadership style, 
organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment and organizational performance. 
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Table 48: Latent variables and their Indicators in the re-conceptualized structural model 
 

 
Indicator Variables 

 

Indicator 
Label in Model 

 
Leadership Style 

LS 

Supervisors giving employees full credit for the work done. BQ6 
Managers handling employee issues very well. BQ7 
Managers taking care of complaints brought up by employees. BQ9 
Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist 
departments or management positions. 

BQ11 
 

 
Organizational Culture 

OCULL 

The bank’s policies and practices are fair toward employees. CQ10 
Promotions are fairly given out in the bank. CQ16 
 
Employee Characteristics  

ECH 

Employees have the chance to do their job without feeling they are 
cheating someone. 

EQ9 

Employees have the chance to do things for other people.   EQ11 
 
Employee Job Satisfaction  

EJS 

The way the bank’s system treats its employees. FQ4 
Opportunities for advancement in the bank. FQ5 
The way promotions are given out in the bank. FQ7 
The routine in employees’ work. FQ8 
 
Organizational Commitment  

OCT 

Employee getting a feeling of accomplishment from the job. GQ3 
Bank’s economic system maximizing employees’ commitment.  GQ4 
Employees having the chances to advance in their positions. GQ9 
The bank treats its employees very well. GQ14 
 
Organizational Performance 

OP 

Sales Growth  HQ1 
Profitability/ROI HQ2 
Quality of bank products and Services HQ3 
Overall Organizational Performance HQ5 
 
 
 
The standardized model-fits generated by the AMOS software for the re-conceptualized 
structural model entailing latent variables and their indicator variables are shown in figures 29 
below.  The model fit summary is also shown in table 49. 
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Figure 29: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the re-conceptualized structural model. 
 
 
Table 49: Model fit summary for the re-conceptualized structural model.  
 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 67 470.605 163 .000 2.887
Saturated model 230 0.000 0   
Independence model 20 3046.724 210 .000 14.508
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Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.846 0.801 0.893 0.860 0.892 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model 0.000 .000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model 0.776 0.656 0.692 
Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence model 1.000 0.000 0.000 
 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 307.605 246.492 376.356 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 2836.724 2661.910 3018.883 
 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 1.675 1.095 0.877 1.339 
Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence model 10.842 10.095 9.473 10.743 
 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model 0.082 0.073 0.091 0.000 
Independence model 0.219 0.212 0.226 0.000 
 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 604.605 615.428   
Saturated model 460.000 497.154   
Independence model 3086.724 3089.955   
 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model 2.152 1.934 2.396 2.190 
Saturated model 1.637 1.637 1.637 1.769 
Independence model 10.985 10.363 11.633 10.996 
 
HOELTER 
Model HOELTER 

0.05 
HOELTER 

0.01 
Default model 116 125 
Independence model 23 25 
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As it is highlighted in figure 29 above, the hypothetical relationship among six (5) latent 
variables along with their respective indicator variables  predictive indicators were tested per 
the data collected and minimum was achieved for the structural model. Base on the goodness 
of fit statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit appears quite good. This is because the 
estimated χ2 of 470.605 (df = 163 has probability level of 0.000 which is smaller than the 0.05 
used by convention. Thus the null hypothesis that the model fits the data is rejected. 
Additionally, the estimated Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of 
0.082 is also larger than the recommended value of 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and thus 
rejects the null hypothesis of a good model fit. Even though the estimate for the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) of 0.892 indicates an acceptance of the null hypothesis, it also suggests that 
the model fit to the data is questionable. The regression weight and standardized regression 
estimates obtained from AMOS are highlighted below in table 50 and table 51 respectively.  
 
 
Table 50: Unstandardized regression weight for all variables in the structural model 
 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
EJS <--- OCULL 0.684 0.073 9.356 *** par_16 
EJS <--- ECH 0.142 0.088 1.617 0.106 par_19 
OCT <--- EJS 0.957 0.085 11.265 *** par_17 
OP <--- OCT .530 0.061 8.756 *** par_18 
EQ11 <--- ECH 1.000     
EQ9 <--- ECH 1.029 0.191 5.400 *** par_1 
BQ11 <--- LS 1.000     
BQ9 <--- LS 1.004 0.083 12.049 *** par_2 
BQ7 <--- LS 1.143 0.088 12.923 *** par_3 
BQ6 <--- LS 0.887 0.080 11.096 *** par_4 
CQ10 <--- OCULL 1.000     
CQ16 <--- OCULL 1.151 0.095 12.100 *** par_5 
FQ4 <--- EJS 1.000     
FQ5 <--- EJS 1.182 0.094 12.622 *** par_6 
FQ7 <--- EJS 1.306 0.102 12.779 *** par_7 
FQ8 <--- EJS 1.017 0.087 11.740 *** par_8 
GQ14 <--- OCT 1.000     
GQ9 <--- OCT 0.858 0.074 11.652 *** par_9 
GQ4 <--- OCT 0.924 0.073 12.711 *** par_10 
GQ3 <--- OCT 0.757 0.064 11.738 *** par_11 
HQ1 <--- OP 1.000     
HQ2 <--- OP 1.168 0.108 10.807 *** par_12 
HQ3 <--- OP 1.212 0.112 10.790 *** par_13 
HQ5 <--- OP 1.313 0.131 10.016 *** par_14 
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Table 51: Standardized regression weights (factor loadings) for all variables in structural 
model 
 

   Estimate 
EJS <--- OCULL 0.769 
EJS <--- ECH 0.122 
OCT <--- EJS 0.878 
OP <--- OCT 0.678 
EQ11 <--- ECH 0.748 
EQ9 <--- ECH 0.838 
BQ11 <--- LS 0.740 
BQ9 <--- LS 0.774 
BQ7 <--- LS 0.854 
BQ6 <--- LS 0.702 
CQ10 <--- OCULL 0.775 
CQ16 <--- OCULL 0.800 
FQ4 <--- EJS 0.744 
FQ5 <--- EJS 0.772 
FQ7 <--- EJS 0.791 
FQ8 <--- EJS 0.719 
GQ14 <--- OCT 0.775 
GQ9 <--- OCT 0.697 
GQ4 <--- OCT 0.764 
GQ3 <--- OCT 0.699 
HQ1 <--- OP 0.698 
HQ2 <--- OP 0.737 
HQ3 <--- OP 0.754 
HQ5 <--- OP 0.737 

 
It is observed from both tables 50 and 51 above that the critical ratios (CR) and factor 
loadings (r) signifying the ability of OCULL (organizational culture) to predict EJS 
(employee satisfaction) (CR = 9.356, r = 0.769), and also the ability of EJS (employee 
satisfaction) to predict OCT (organizational commitment) (CR = 11.265, r = 0.878) are both 
high. While the critical ratios are very significant (p ˂ 0.000), the factor loadings are above 
Schumacker and Lomax’s (2004) threshold factor loading of 0.7.  This therefore indicates the 
significant predictiveness of these latent variables. On the other hand, the critical ration and 
factor loading signifying the ability of ECH (employee characteristics) to predict EJS 
(employee satisfaction) (CR = 1.617, r = 0.122) is very low. While the critical ratio is not 
significant with (p = 0.106), the factor loading is below Schumacker and Lomax’s (2004) 
threshold factor loading of 0.7. This therefore indicates that indicators in the latent variable 
“Employee characteristics” do not predict the Employee job satisfaction. The estimates for 
correlation between the latent variables in the structural model are shown in table 52 below. 
 
Table 52: Estimates of correlation between latent variables in the structural model 
 

  Estimate 
OCULL <--> LS 0.647 
ECH <--> LS 0.437 
OCULL <--> ECH 0.336 
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As it is reflected in table 52 above, there is a significant correlation between OCCUL 
(organizational culture) and LS (Leadership style) (α = 0.647). Conversely, there is no 
significant correlation between EC (employee characteristics) and LS (Leadership style) (α = 
0.437), on the one hand, and also between EC (employee characteristics) and OCCUL 
(organizational culture) (α = 0.336). This indicates that the prevalence of influential 
relationship between organizational culture and leadership style, but not between employees 
characteristics and leadership style or organizational culture. It is therefore evident that 
Employee Characteristics as the latent variable EC in the structural model does not fit, and as 
such the model requires modification and then subjected to confirmatory analysis. The 
modified re-conceptualized structural model with its factor loadings is shown in figure 30 
below. The corresponding model fit summary is also shown in table 53. 
 

 
Figure 30: AMOS graphics generated path diagram showing standardized indicator loadings 
in the modified re-conceptualized structural model. 
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Table 53: Model fit summary for the modified re-conceptualized structural model.  
 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 58 358.590 131 0.000 2.737 
Saturated model 189 0.000 0   
Independence model 18 2747.062 171 0.000 16.065 

 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model 0.869 0.830 0.913 0.885 0.912 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model 0.766 0.666 0.698 
Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence model 1.000 0.000 0.000 

 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 227.590 175.056 287.782 
Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence model 2576.062 2409.959 2749.513 

 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 1.276 0.810 0.623 1.024 
Saturated model 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence model 9.776 9.167 8.576 9.785 

 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model 0.079 0.069 0.088 0.000 
Independence model 0.232 0.224 0.239 0.000 

 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 474.590 483.002   
Saturated model 378.000 405.412   
Independence model 2783.062 2785.673   

 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model 1.689 1.502 1.903 1.719 
Saturated model 1.345 1.345 1.345 1.443 
Independence model 9.904 9.313 10.521 9.913 
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HOELTER 
Model HOELTER 

0.05 
HOELTER 

0.01 
Default model 125 135 
Independence 
model 

21 23 

 
 
As it is highlighted in figure 30 above, the hypothetical relationship among six (5) latent 
variables along with their respective indicator variables  predictive indicators were re-tested 
per the data collected and minimum was achieved for the modified re-conceptualized 
structural model. Base on the goodness of fit statistics, it is evident that the overall model fit 
appears quite good. This is because the estimated the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.912 
suggests that the modified re-conceptualized structural model fits the data well, and the null 
hypothesis that the model fits the data is accepted. The maximum likelihood estimates 
entailing the standardized regression estimates and implied correlations obtained from 
AMOS graphics are summarized below. The un-standardized and standardized regression 
estimates which represent the factor loadings (i.e. indicator coefficients) associated with the 
arrows from latent variables to the respective indicator variables in the modified re-
conceptualized structural model are highlighted in tables 54 and 55 below.  
 
Table 54: Unstandardized regression estimates for all variables in the modified re-
conceptualized structural model 
 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
EJS <--- OCULL 0.731 0.072 10.139 *** par_14 
OCT <--- EJS 0.947 0.084 11.224 *** par_15 
OP <--- OCT 0.530 0.061 8.739 *** par_16 
BQ11 <--- LS 1.000     
BQ9 <--- LS 1.005 0.084 11.951 *** par_1 
BQ7 <--- LS 1.160 0.090 12.862 *** par_2 
BQ6 <--- LS 0.885 0.081 10.976 *** par_3 
CQ10 <--- OCULL 1.000     
CQ16 <--- OCULL 1.153 0.094 12.219 *** par_4 
FQ4 <--- EJS 1.000     
FQ5 <--- EJS 1.189 0.094 12.715 *** par_5 
FQ7 <--- EJS 1.317 0.102 12.886 *** par_6 
FQ8 <--- EJS 1.008 0.086 11.684 *** par_7 
GQ14 <--- OCT 1.000     
GQ9 <--- OCT 0.856 0.074 11.603 *** par_8 
GQ4 <--- OCT 0.927 0.073 12.698 *** par_9 
GQ3 <--- OCT 0.757 0.065 11.717 *** par_10 
HQ1 <--- OP 1.000     
HQ2 <--- OP 1.167 0.108 10.803 *** par_11 
HQ3 <--- OP 1.213 0.112 10.790 *** par_12 
HQ5 <--- OP 1.313 0.131 10.013 *** par_13 
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Table 55: Standardized regression weights (factor loadings) for all variables in the modified 
re-conceptualized structural model. 
 

 Estimate 
EJS <--- OCULL 0.816 
OCT <--- EJS 0.869 
OP <--- OCT 0.678 
BQ11 <--- LS 0.736 
BQ9 <--- LS 0.770 
BQ7 <--- LS 0.863 
BQ6 <--- LS 0.696 
CQ10 <--- OCULL 0.771 
CQ16 <--- OCULL 0.798 
FQ4 <--- EJS 0.744 
FQ5 <--- EJS 0.777 
FQ7 <--- EJS 0.799 
FQ8 <--- EJS 0.714 
GQ14 <--- OCT 0.775 
GQ9 <--- OCT 0.696 
GQ4 <--- OCT 0.765 
GQ3 <--- OCT 0.699 
HQ1 <--- OP 0.698 
HQ2 <--- OP 0.737 
HQ3 <--- OP 0.754 
HQ5 <--- OP 0.737 

 
 
It is observed from both tables 54 and 55 above that the critical ratios (CR) and factor 
loadings (r) signifying the ability of OCULL (organizational culture) to predict EJS 
(employee satisfaction) (CR = 10.131, r = 0.816), and also the ability of EJS (employee 
satisfaction) to predict OCT (organizational commitment) (CR = 11.224, r = 0.869) are both 
high. While the critical ratios are very significant (p ˂ 0.000), the factor loadings are above 
Schumacker and Lomax’s (2004) threshold factor loading of 0.7.  This therefore indicates the 
significant predictiveness of these latent variables. The estimates for effects of the 
correlational relationship are shown below in tables 56, 57, and 58 respectively. 
 
 
Table 56: Correlation estimates for the latent variables in the modified re-conceptualized 
structural model. 
 

 LS OCULL EJS OCT OP 
LS 1.000     
OCULL 0.656 1.000    
EJS 0.536 0.816 1.000   
OCT 0.466 0.709 0.869 1.000  
OP 0.315 0.481 0.589 0.678 1.000 
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Table 57: Estimates of Standardized direct effects of the latent variables in the modified re-
conceptualized structural model. 
 

 LS OCULL EJS OCT OP 
EJS 0.000 0.816 0.000 0.000 0.000 
OCT 0.000 0.000 0.869 0.000 0.000 
OP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.678 0.000 
 
Table 58: Estimates of standardized indirect effects of the latent variables in the modified re-
conceptualized structural model 
 

 LS OCULL EJS OCT OP 
EJS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
OCT 0.000 0.709 0.000 0.000 0.000 
OP 0.000 0.481 0.589 0.000 0.000 
 
As it is reflected in table 56 above, there is a significant correlation between OCCUL 
(organizational culture) and LS (Leadership style) (α = 0.656) and also between OCCUL 
(organizational culture) and EJS (employee job satisfaction) (α = 0.816). Similarly, the 
correlation between OCCUL (organizational culture) and OCT (organizational commitment) 
(α = 0.709) is highly significant, the correlation between OCT (organizational commitment) 
and EJS (employee job satisfaction) (α = 0.869) is also very significant. There is also a 
significant correlation between LS (Leadership style) and EJS (employee job satisfaction) (α 
= 0.536). The correlation between EJS (employee job satisfaction) and OP (organizational 
performance) is significant (α = 0.589), and so is the correlation between OCT 
(organizational commitment) and OP (organizational performance) (α = 0.678). Based on 
these observations, the following linear relational implications could be drawn from among 
the different latent variables; 
 

i. There is also a strong co-linear relationship between “organizational culture” and 
“leadership style”. 
 

ii. There is a stronger relation relationship between “organizational culture” and 
“employee job satisfaction”. By implication, as could be derived from table 57, 
above, organizational culture has a strong direct effect (α = 0.816) on employee job 
satisfaction.   

 

iii. There is a stronger linear relationship between “employee job satisfaction” and 
“organizational commitment”. By implication, as could be derived from table 57, 
above, employee job satisfaction has a strong direct effect (α = 0.869) on 
organizational commitment.   

 

iv. There is a stronger linear relationship between “organizational commitment” and 
“organizational performance”. By implication, as could be derived from table 57, 
above, organizational commitment has a direct effect (α = 0.678) on organizational 
performance.   
 

v. There is also a stronger linear relationship between “organizational culture” and 
“organizational commitment”. By implication, as could be derived from table 58, 
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vi. There is also a linear relationship between “employee job satisfaction” and 

“organizational performance”. By implication, as could be derived from table 58, 
above, employee job satisfaction has an indirect effect (α = 0.589) on organizational 
performance.   

 
 
6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
This study examined a conceptual model that sought to hypothesize the impact of leadership 
style organizational culture, national culture on job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment towards enhancing organizational performance in retail banks in Ghana. The 
objectives were to explore the extent to which constructs such as leadership style, 
organizational and national cultures impact job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
towards developing normative guidelines for human resource managers within the retail 
banking sector to improve the outcomes of their human resource management strategies.  
This is to lead to the improvement of academic and practitioners’ understanding of the key 
determinants of organizational culture, leadership style, job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment among employees and managers within the retail banking sector in Ghana. 
 
Data collected from 282 bank employee across nine different banks was analyzed step-
wisely, using the analysis of moment structures (AMOS) statistical software. In the first step, 
path analysis, consisting of both factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis were carried 
out to test individual measurement or latent models that constitute the various components of 
the conceptual structural model shown in figure 1 (re-called below). . These latent models 
include; leadership style, organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance.  
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Figure 1(recalled): Conceptual structural model showing relationship between leadership 
style, organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment and organizational performance. 
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Path analysis of the measurement models resulted in the identification of the requisite 
measureable indicators that could be used to measure the latent models in the conceptual 
model. By further conducting confirmatory factor analysis, four measureable indicators were 
identified for each of the following latent variables; leadership style, employee job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance. For the latent 
variable “organizational culture”, two measureable indicators were identified. The analysis 
showed that all the measureable indicators tested for two latent variables, namely, “national 
culture” and “employee characteristics” did not have significant loads to serve as 
measureable indicators. The identified measurement indicators for the latent variables are 
outlined below; 
 
i). Measurement indicators for “Leadership Style” 
 

 Supervisors giving employees full credit for the work done. 
 Managers handling employee issues very well. 
 Managers taking care of complaints brought up by employees. 
 Managers enhancing employees’ career advancement into specialist departments 

or management positions. 
 
ii). Measurement indicators for “Organizational culture” 
 

 Fairness of bank’s policies and practices toward employees. 
 Promotions given out fairly in the bank. 

 
iii). Measurement indicators for “Employee Job Satisfaction”  
 

 The way the bank’s system treats its employees. 
 Opportunities for advancement in the bank. 
 The way promotions are given out in the bank. 
 The routine in employees’ work. 

 
iv). Measurement indicators for “Organizational Commitment” 
 

 Employee getting a feeling of accomplishment from the job. 
 Bank’s economic system maximizing employees’ commitment.  
 Employees having the chances to advance in their positions. 
 The bank treats its employees very well. 

 
v). Measurement indicators for “Organizational Performance” 
 
 Sales Growth.  
 Profitability/ROI. 
 Quality of bank products and Services. 
 Overall Organizational Performance. 

 
 
National culture and employee characteristics were therefore removed from the conceptual 
model to give a new hypothetical model. The fit of the latent variables in the hypothetical 
model derived from the structural analysis is shown in figure 31 below. 
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Figure 31: Hypothetical structural model obtain from SEM analysis showing relationship 
between leadership style, organizational culture, job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment and organizational performance in retail banks in Ghana. 
 
 
 
6.1.   Conclusion 
 
Base on the hypothetical model (i.e. figure 31), it is concluded that organizational 
performance in retail banks in Ghana is directly influenced by the characteristics of 
leadership style and organizational culture and the subsequent impact on employee job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment. In this respect, the following development 
indices for enhancing the leadership style, organizational culture, employee job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance in Ghanaian retail banks could 
be outlined.  
 
i). Leadership Style: - Good leadership requires that managers give employees full credit for 

the work done, handle employee issues very well, take care of complaints brought up by 
employees, and enhance employees’ career advancement into specialist departments or 
management positions. 
 

ii). Organizational culture: - The organizational culture must be underlined by policies and 
work practices that are fair to all employees. 

 
iii). Employee Job Satisfaction: - Employee job satisfaction could be enhanced by paying 

attention to the way the bank’s system treats its employees, the way promotions are given 
out, the routine in employees’ work, and also creating opportunities for advancement in 
the bank. 
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iv). Organizational Commitment: - Organizational commitment could be enhanced by 
treating employees very well, giving them the chances to advance in their positions, 
getting employees to derive accomplishment from their jobs, and also using the Bank’s 
economic system to maximize employees’ commitment.  

 
v). Organizational Performance: - The organizational performance could be enhanced by 

improving the quality of the bank’s products and services, sales growth, profitability,  and 
overall activity performance 

 
 
 
6.2. Recommendation 
 
This research has shown how the relational interplay among variables such as; leadership 
style, organizational culture, national culture, employee characteristics, employee job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, influence organizational performance in an 
organization. As it was found out in this study, national culture and employee characteristics 
do not play significant roles in such relational interplay towards influencing organizational 
performance in Retail banks in Ghana. The question that emanates from this finding is 
whether the hypothetical model derived for the banks can be different from that which could 
be derived for firms in different Ghanaian industries.  Pursuit of such understanding requires 
the replication of this research in other industries, which is highly recommended.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

©Sanda & Kuada 2013  Page 74 of 77 
 



 
 

Reference 
 
Adam, A. M., Agyapong, D. & Asante, S. (2011). Bank competition, stock market and 

economic growth in Ghana. International Journal of Business Administration, 2(4), 33-
41.  

Allen, F. (1990). The Market for Information and the Origin of Financial Intermediaries. 
Journal of Financial Intermediation, 1, 3-30. 

Benkhoff, B. (1997), "Disentangling organizational commitment: the changes of the OCQ for 
research and policy", Personnel Review, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 114-20. 

Blankson, C., Cheng, J. M-S. & Spears, N. (2007), “Determinants of bank selection in USA, 
Taiwan and Ghana”.  International Journal of Bank Marketing, Vol. 25, No. 7, pp. 
469-489. 

Bonaccorsi di Patti, E. & Dell’Ariccia, G. (2004). Bank Competition and Firm Creation. 
Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking, 36(2), 225-52. 

Boxx, W., Odom, R. & Dunn, M. (1991). Organizational values and value congruency and 
their impact on satisfaction, commitment, and cohesion. Public Personnel 
Management, 20, 195–205. 

Boyd, J. H. & Edward C. Prescott, E. C. (1986). Financial Intermediary-Coalitions.  Journal 
of Economics Theory, 38, 211-32. 

Brazier, A., Cooke, K. & Moravan, V. (2008). Using mixed methods for evaluating an 
integrative approach to cancer care: a case study. Integrative Cancer Therapies, 7, 5-17. 

Cable, D. N. & Judge, T. A. (1996). Person–organization fit, job choice decisions, and 
organizational entry. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67, 
294–311. 

Cetorelli, N. & Gambera, M. (2001). Banking Market Structure, Financial Dependence, and 
Growth: International Evidence from Industry Data. Journal of Finance, 106(2), 617-
48. 

Cetorelli, N. & Strahan, P. (2006). Finance as a barrier to entry: Bank competition and 
industry structure in local U.S. Markets. Journal of Finance, 61(1), 437-461. 

Champonnois, S. (2007). Bank Competition and development. Princeton University, 
retrieved in November, 2008 from [Online] Available: http//www. 
princeton.edu/thesis/pdf.  

Chohokar, J. S., Brodbeck, F. C., & House, R. (2007). Introduction. In: Chohokar, J. S., 
Brodbeck, F. C., & House, R. (Eds.), Culture and Leadership across the World: The 
GLOBE Book of In-Depth Studies of 25 Societies. London: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates, pp. 1-15. 

Claessens, S. & Laeven, L. (2003). Financial development, property rights and growth. 
Journal of Finance, 58, 2401-2436.  

Claessens, S. & Laeven, L. (2005). Financial dependence, banking sector competition, and 
economic growth. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 3481. (Online 2010: 
Journal of the European Economic Association 3(1), 179–207). 

Cetorelli, N. & Gambera, M. (2001). Banking market structure, financial dependence, and 
growth: International evidence from industry data. Journal of Finance 106(2), 617- 
648. 

Da Silva, N., Hutcheson, J. & Wahl, G. D. (2010). Organizational Strategy and Employee 
Outcomes: A Person–Organization Fit Perspective. The Journal of Psychology, 2010, 
144(2), 145–161. 

©Sanda & Kuada 2013  Page 75 of 77 
 



Ferris, G. R., Youngblood, S. A. & Yates, V. L. (1985). Personality, training, performance, 
and withdrawal: A test of the person–group fit hypothesis for organizational 
newcomers. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 27, 377–388. 

Furnham, A. & Walsh, J. (1991). Consequences of person–environment incongruence: 
Absenteeism, frustration, and stress. Journal of Social Psychology, 131, 187–204. 

Greenwood, J. & Jovanovic, B. (1990). Financial development, growth, and the distribution 
of income. Journal of Political Economy 98(5), 1076-1107. 

Hoffman, B. J. & Woehr, D. J. (2006). A quantitative review of the relationship between 
person–organization fit and behavioral outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 
389–399. 

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences in work-related 
values. London: Sage. 

Hofstede, G. & Bond, M. H. (1988). The Confucius connection: from cultural roots to 
economic growth. Organizational Dynamics, 16, 4-21.  

Hoxha, I. (2009). Big banks versus small banks: Good or bad for industries? University of 
Houston working paper. 

Hu, L. & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 
6(1), 1-55. 

Judge, T. A. & Cable, D. M. (1997). Applicant personality, organizational culture, and 
organization attraction. Personnel Psychology, 50, 359–394. 

Kashyap, A. K., Raguram G. R. G. & Stein, J. C. (2002). Banks as liquidity providers: An 
explanation for the co-existence of lending and deposit-taking. Journal of Finance 
57(1), 33-73. 

King, R. G. & Levine, R. (1993). Finance and growth: Schumpeter might be right. Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 108, 717-38. 

Kluckholm, F. R. & Strodtbeck, F. L. (1961). Variations in value orientations. New York: 
HarperCollins. 

Koh, H.C. and Boo E.H.Y. (2000). “The link between organizational ethics and job 
satisfaction: A study of managers in Singapore”, Journal of Business Ethics 29: 309-
324. 

Kristof, A. L. (1996). Person–organization fit: An integrative review of its 
conceptualizations, measurement, and implications. Personnel Psychology, 49, 1–49. 

Kristof-Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D. & Johnson, E. C. (2005). The consequences of 
individuals fit at work: A meta-analysis of person–job, person–organization, person–
group, and person–supervisor fit. Personnel Psychology, 58, 281–342. 

Laschinger, H. (2001). “The impact of workplace commitment, organizational trust on staff 
nurses' work satisfaction and organizational commitment”, Health Care Management 
Review, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 7-24. 

May, K. (1989), Interview techniques in qualitative research: concerns and challenges. In: 
Morse, J. M. (Ed.), Qualitative Nursing Research: A Contemporary Dialogue. Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage, 188–201. 

McClelland, D. C. (1961). The achieving society. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrund. 
McClelland, D. C. (1985). Human motivation. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman. 
Meglino, B., Ravlin, E. & Adkins, C. (1989). A work values approach to corporate culture: A 

field test of the value congruence process and its relationship to individual outcomes. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 424–432. 

Mitchener, K, J. & Wheelock, D. C. (2012). Does the structure of banking markets affect 
economic growth? Evidence from U.S. State banking markets. Working Paper 2010-
004E (January 2010. Revised August 2012). Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, 

©Sanda & Kuada 2013  Page 76 of 77 
 



©Sanda & Kuada 2013  Page 77 of 77 
 

Research Division: http://research.stlouisfed.org/wp/2010/2010-004.pdf  (Accessed on 
27th September, 2012) 

Morse, J. M. (1989). Strategies for sampling. In: Morse, J. M. (Ed.), Qualitative Nursing 
Research: A Contemporary Dialogue. Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 127–145. 

Muchinsky, P. M. & Monahan, C. J. (1987). What is person environment congruence: 
Supplementary versus complementary models of fit. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
31, 268–277. 

O’Reilly, C. A., Chatman, J. & Caldwell, D. F. (1991). People and organizational culture: A 
profile comparison approach to assessing person–organization fit. Academy of 
Management Journal, 34, 487–516. 

Ostroff, C., Shin, Y. & Kinicki, A. J. (2005). Multiple perspectives of congruence: 
Relationships between value congruence and employee attitudes. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 26, 591–623.  

Owusu-Frimpong, N., (2001) “An evaluation of marketing practices in banks in Ghana”, 
Journal of African Business. Vol. 2, No. 3, pp.75-91. 

Owusu-Frimpong, N. (2008) “An evaluation of customers perception and usage of rural 
community banks (RCBs) in Ghana” Journal of Emerging Markets, pp.181-196. 

Putman, R.D. (1993). Making democracy work. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Rajan, R. G. & Zinagales, L. (1998). Financial dependence and growth. American Economic 

Review 88(3), 559-86. 
Russ, F.A. and McNeilly, K.M. (1995). "Links among satisfaction, commitment, and 

turnover intentions: The moderating effect of experience, gender and performance", 
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 57-65. 

Sanda, M. A. (2010). Impact of value-based transformational leadership in privatizing 
government institutions in a developing economy: A case study. Business & 
Management Quarterly Review, 1(3), 1-13. 

Schumacker, R. E. & Lomax, R. G. (2004). A Beginner’s Guide to Structural Equation 
Modeling, 2nd Edition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

Thorne, S, Reimer, K.S. & MacDonald-Emes, J. (1997). Interpretive description: A 
noncategorical qualitative alternative for developing nursing knowledge. Research in 
Nursing & Health, 20, 169-177. 

Trice, H. and Beyer, J. (1993). The Culture of Work Organization, Prentice-Hall, Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ. 
Tziner, A. (1987). Congruency issue retested using Fineman’s achievement climate notion. 

Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 2(1), 63–78. 
Van Vianen, A. E. M. (2000). Person–organization fit: The match between newcomers’ and 

recruiters’ preferences for organizational cultures. Personnel Psychology, 53, 113–149. 
Vancouver, J. & Schmitt, N. (1991). An explanatory examination of person–organization fit: 

Organizational goal congruence. Personnel Psychology, 44, 333–352. 
Verquer, M. L., Beehr, T. A., &Wagner, S. H. (2003). A meta-analysis of relations between 

person–organization fit and work attitudes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63, 473–
489. 

Wheeler, A. R., Gallagher, V. C. Brouer, R. L. & Sablynski, C. J. (2007). When person– 
organization (mis)fit and (dis)satisfaction lead to turnover: The moderating role of 
perceived job mobility. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22(2), 203–219. 

Williams, L. and Hazer, J. (1986). “Antecedents and consequences of satisfaction and 
commitment in turnover modes: a re-analysis using latent variables structural equation 
methods”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 71 No. 2, pp. 219-31 

http://research.stlouisfed.org/wp/2010/2010-004.pdf

	Sa-fib10-4-13082909540.pdf
	Scan 13-1
	111840000001180017
	GEP Report_SandaKuad2013_FINAL
	4.1.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Leadership Style 
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.1.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Leadership Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Leadership Style 
	Table 10: Baseline comparison estimates for the leadership style modified measurement model.
	Table 11: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (leadership style) to indicator variables in modified model.
	Table 12: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified model

	4.2.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Culture 
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.2.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Culture 
	Table 17: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (organizational culture) to indicator variables in modified model.
	Table 18: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified default model.

	4.3.1. Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of National Culture 
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.4.1. Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of Employee Charaterisitics 
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of Employee Charaterisitics 
	Table 25: Baseline comparison estimates for employee characteristics modified measurement model. 
	Table 26: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (employee characteristics) to indicator variables in modified model
	Table 27: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified default model

	4.5.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Employee Job Satisfaction
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.5.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicator Variables Predictive of Employee Job Satisfaction 
	Table 32: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (employee job satisfaction) to indicator variables in modified model
	Table 34: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (employee job satisfaction) to indicator variables in modified model
	Table 35: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified model.

	4.6.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Commitment 
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.6.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Commitment 
	Table 40: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (organizational commitment) to indicator variables in modified model.
	Table 41: Implied correlations for all variables in the modified default model

	4.7.1. Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Performance 
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	RMSEA

	4.7.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Indicators’ Variables Predictive of Organizational Performance 
	Table 46: Standardized regression estimates (factor loadings) from latent variable (organizational performance) to indicator variables in modified model.
	Table 47: Implied correlations for all indicator variables in the modified model.
	Organizational Performance
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
	NCP
	FMIN
	RMSEA
	AIC
	ECVI
	HOELTER
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
	NCP
	FMIN
	RMSEA
	AIC
	ECVI
	HOELTER
	Table 54: Unstandardized regression estimates for all variables in the modified re-conceptualized structural model
	Table 55: Standardized regression weights (factor loadings) for all variables in the modified re-conceptualized structural model.
	Table 56: Correlation estimates for the latent variables in the modified re-conceptualized structural model.
	Table 57: Estimates of Standardized direct effects of the latent variables in the modified re-conceptualized structural model.
	Table 58: Estimates of standardized indirect effects of the latent variables in the modified re-conceptualized structural model



