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Abstract:

This article aims to show the importance of measuring the organizational commitment in
organizations and the importance that may indicate the loyalty of employees, or to take
the necessary measurement to avoid turnover and loss of employment, we have used the
analytical descriptive method in theory and practical part, and as tools we have used to
get the results the interview and the survey, this last was distributed randomly, so we
have got 46 valid sample from a population of 135 employees at Bechar mills company
(Moulin de Bechar ex SEMPAK). On the analytical part, we also used descriptive and
inferential statistics such as arithmetical means, standard deviations, One-sample T test,
to study the dimensions of commitment and one-way anova, the results were that there
is an organizational commitment in the company, and there is no impact of age on the
commitment, and experience also have no impact on it.

Key Words: Organizational Commitment, Loyalty, Normative Commitment, continuous
commitment, Affective Commitment
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