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Abstract 
        The objectives of this research were to study the level of organizational commitment and human 
resource management affecting organizational commitment of production operator in Sanmina-SCI (Thailand) 
Co., Ltd.   The samples were 261 production operators who were drawn by simple random sampling method. 
The questionnaire was used as research instrument. The data were analyzed for percentage, mean and 
standard deviation. Multiple linear regression was used for hypothesis testing. The research showed that 
production operator had organizational commitment in medium level and human resource management in 
the dimension of extensive sharing of financial & performance information across the organization, reduced 
status distinctions and barrier, employment security and extensive training could affected the organizational 
commitment at statistical significant level of 0.01.   
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