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An employee performance  at the work place is
influenced by number of factors such as financial incentives,
working conditions, empoyver—-amployee relations, supervisors
behaviow towards employees and social background of  the

amplovee.

In the couse of study, certain social background
factors such as age, sex, place of birth, religion, fathers
ocoupation, sducation, previows experience of the respondents

in Kinetic Engineering Limited.

3.1 ABE OF THE RESPONDENTS: -

Category Bel ow 2125 265 H1--35 X640 4145 450
Yggra

Managers - 2 18 15 2 1 1@
Officers - b 7 1 - - i@
Workers ] 14 24 16 4 1 50
Bub~ordinate - 2 X = 2 - 1@
Btatff

Percentage 5 1s 40 29 8 2 160

Table 3.1 shows that 40% of respondents were in
the age group 2630 yvears. 16 percent respondent were in the
age group 21- 28 years and 29 percent in the age group 3135
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In all %0 percenzt of respondents were young and
distributed in the age group 21-35 years while 104 of

respondents were in the age growup of 46-50.

3.2 SEX OF THE RESPONDENTS: -

mlemll e

During the course of study, it was revealed that
100% emplovees were male this is becaussg of the handwork was
carried out in the KEL. Therefore, female were not found
working in this organisation activities of the industries
were very hard and manual even in the office, there were not
women workers stafd. Therefore, female candidates were not
appointed in this industries. There were found 180 percent
male workers.

3.3 BIRTH PLACE OF RESPONDENTS:—

TABLE 3
Birth Flaces
Categoary Rural Farcentage Jrban Fercentage Total
Managers b 17% 25 81% a
Officers X @R 7 pg'- v 1@
Workers 1@ &7 % S 3% 150
Sub-ordinate 6 L@ 4 444 ith
Fercentege 114 =7 Bé 4% 280
Table Fa idicates that majority oF

respondents ... (87 percent) had rural back ground and  (43%)
respondents were from urban area. BI% of managerial grade

personnael had wrban backgroand while 174 managers were from
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Manager
fficer
Workers

Subordi

s bt 1oon rn shivn arom b

rural  backoround . While 174 managers were from cural
background 704 of respondents of officers grade had rural
background &77% workers were “rom rural aresa. While (334

workaers were from wban area.

In the subordinates category, it is found that &8N
subhordinate staff was from rural area and 40% were from wban
area. Dominance of rural and wrban background employees
indifferent category of KEL showed that some categories of
gmplovese were dominated by rural beckground people and other

by urban background people.

- For  example for the category of managerial personnel
834 of respondents had born in urban area. Un  the other
hand, 17% managers had born in village. In the workers
category, it has found that &7% workers had born in village.

Hence they had roural background while 334 were from uarban

areda.,

3.4 CATEGORYWISE LITERACY OF EMPLOYEES:—

¥ P2 B N D E F TOTAL

= - - 18 =4% 15 487 - 5 18% 28

) - - S5 3Q% 4 4Q% - 1 18% 1@
5 34 35 385X 18 &% - - 10@ &&L -~ - 158

nate 3 30% 7 7@% - - - o - - - 1a

A~ Frimary, B - Secondary, C - Graduate,

b~ Fost-graduate, E - Technical, F o= Professional.
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Table J.4 depicts that 48U of respondents of
managers staff were post graduates while 24 percent were
graduates and 18 percent managers had professional
gualifications. Fost graduates and 180% officers grada

amployee had professional qgualification.

18

In case of workers category., &66% worker had technical

education qualification i.e. [.T.l. cowrses holders, &4 were
graduates, while zEw war kers Fead sprondary S.5.0.

e

gualification, 3 percent had primary gualification.

In regard of sulordinate staff 2 watchmen and 1
had passed 6b6th and 4th standards respectively and 7

subordinate staff 9th standacd.

3.9 FEATHERS DOCCUPATION OF THE RESPONDENTS: -

Fitar vem watie somm SHben SH4RR PP ISR HASE HRMY Aovme feias Sbemh SR T POV GRS $THRD Pspe Fhoom THme Sbbes RSATP SO0 PACAY WAL SHKFS ReRVS S4fen TomEe oot Hrah S $4A0A RS A Ghowe Smipd $0481 54088 Litis LageS suven 4MON b Kbswe Aenes Shere STBER TerL{ SMANS 5800 Kin S 40003 ghion S Soees Saset Want Sem M VA Shupe el seete Oxen Sasdé

Category Farmer Other Clerical Tech Frofession Govt. Total
Berv.

Managers b S 4 - 5 18gs - - 4 174 20 7@% =
Officers 2 2% - 2 24 - - - - & LA 1@
Workers 108 &b6% - - 4l 2&EU - - - - i 81l 150
Subordinate & LY 2 204 =z 2084 - - - - - - 1@
Btaff

Total 176% 20% 7H% 17% 138% 20a%

amtbr 2000 Sekn Seas Seae8 MAaes S SAIRE SH0RY 49308 PO 44000 AP Pemih SeLeE SORAY 46FHS SHHHS SRIND SHEAS SE1MR PHARY SOSAR SRt FaRer SUUHS $90N0 BASSY PIISS BA Semms SeheS msen So00d SaHeNARIISH PHORS FELBE SRRSO SEAT SH0IE MILS 4NN IRV ORYVS PSS RSN SNpLR SFT Mah PR Lot St MMV SARNY SOPAR FHBAS oot JRRRY SHLS FUBAR SONSR PSS st e meri £1LOD Shebt

Table 2.5 shows that in all category 174% came
from farmer’s families 37 percent respondents came either
+rom prbfessional ar business families where as 138
respondents fathers were in Government service 76 percent of
respondent®s  reported that their fathers were clerks. The

share of technicians® children was only nil.
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3.6 PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE OF THE RESPONDENTS: —

In o der to  kEnow previous experiegnce of the
respondents, the question was asked to  them in the

guestionaries.

"Did vouw work any other place?” I+ vyes, state the

reasons for living that organisation.

In response to the relsvant questions, the replies of

the respondents are summarized in below table 3.8,

Experience of the respondents in other organisation.

Table No. 3.5

s vt oY na43h SCHe4 299D SIS O b dupth brass SR Sases Teee FPeSe SOVRE S04 POMLE 030 SHES IHIRE RS ROYS SFRFE S4ISY ot So Fonke S4FRR BOAAR Kebin SR S L4n S1o0e SEE SaemE VTS s FHORS OO UMY Sarms bt SH0Se Tmirs FHONA LAV SO PAAs et e 0008 000 S0 40her JAbA L $0a00 e HeS. SLRE SMAAS $hben Mivek s Srise miabe (atre

Category Jokb Better Better Good Near to
Becurity working profotion Incentives rative
condition Ave-us place
Managers - - ey 1 8% 25
Officers - 3 - 2 E4% 15
Workers - 5 - 14 % 160
Subordinate - - - 1% 184 -
Staff
Total 176% 2% 78% 17% 138%  200%

stk et Febon Besin Sareb Sevee SN bPYNS kS el fObbn SHHOL B4000 SeSVE CovSF HHHIS HURY Siubh boebe boess opad beist 1NN S SAYS BhFim Somt S1ore Si0me E3omy AAPES MAR Saees Veebt eur PSS guase Sas Mate SHM (iker SoLee boesy Sive Méns Yeues SRR MSL Fo0Sh Fobis FhFR SAmed Shers 4sD perWs Pt MON I SHl 410%s 30087 TSH0S oaaen $14S AR hede Bede it pasen

Table 3.6 shows that 2% respondents +for managers
cadres didn’t have previous Hperience in any other

organisation to them present =EL is the first emplover.

Mearly BA of the respondents had previous experience.
)

Out af total previcus experienced respondents 2

respondents  left better proesotion avenue and 1 for better
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incentives, Jut of 15 officers, % officers had previous
experisnce in  spme  other organisation, out of these 35
respandents 3 respondent ledt first organisation for bhetter

working conditions, 2 for bezter incentives.

Out of 16@ workers, 19 waorkers had previous experience
in some other organisation. Out of these 3 workers, 3 workers
left their previous arganisation for better working
conditions, 1@ workers left for better incentives.

While 18 percent respondents for subordinate statt did
not have any previous experience. To them present KEL is

first employver.
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MAH POWER STRENGTH:

o v oo

Kinetic Engineering Limited is part of

Firodia Group of companies which consists

following industries.

_1.-

2'
3.

qﬁ
b I
6“

BaJjad Tempo Ltd. {(BTL>

Kinetic Engineering Ltd. (HKEL)D

Kinetic Honda iotor Ltd. (KHHML>, Pune
Horks—Prithampur

Jawa Hind Saiaky Ltd. (JHS>Y?, Pune

Jaya Hind Industries Ltd. (JHI1)Y, Pune

Z2.E. Btearing Ltd. (ZEL), Pune.

ORGANISATION CHART LEVELS

Managing Pirector
G.M, /7 Uice Pre?ident {Grade - 11}

Y
P.G.M. / ASST. GEMERAL MANAGEE (Grade - 1&)

Manager {(Grade - 9)
Deputy Hanager {Grade - 8)
Y
Assit. Manager / fAirea Sales Manager (Grade - 7)
Suprintendent / Executive {(Grade - 64)
Senior Officer {(Grade - 6)
Officer (Grade - 5)

Junior Officer (Qeade - 4)

Ufice Staff



ORGAHMISATION CHART A8 HWHOLE OF KEL
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ADMINISTRATIVE STRECTURE OF
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Personnel Manager

fissistant Personnel Manager
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Personne§ Officer
i

| | i i

Clerk Clerk-cun-typist Clerk-cum-typist Clerk typist




ORGANISATION CHART A8 WHOLE OF KEL
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