CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY T
41 INTRODUCTION Y. ,

Before starting the survey, the consent of the part1c1pantsWre taking part in

this study are given clear explaination that “I underst z m taking part is

voluntary; I can withdraw from the study at any time I do ow glve any

reasons for why I no longer want to take part.”, thus *hartrma ts haye ’o @ their
consent to do this survey voluntarily. Moreo ofrthe as8 t of r lts this
chapter is divided into seven main sectlo$ \eenln ich includes
dly, descriptive

géf ourth section present

the issues regarding the multlc an om met ariance. Fifth and Sixth

’%q

missing values, outliers, and suspi e onse p

statistics of constructs, normality te an respon X

nd urement model assessment.

section discuss the exploratory tor

Finally, the seventh se% erse aIut s cl:usablodel assessment which contains
:

direct and moderati hypo 61 %

in this t ftwa thaf is &5.;;*} in data analysis are namely part 1, 2, 3, 4

’
and 5 use spss version ,26 , W. Cl.e'part 6 and 7 employed structural equation

mode nce base Vb)\%nrough partial least squares (pls) method to analyze

thﬂ h model using the sb@/are of smartpls 3.0 (ringle et al., 2015).

Ny



4.2  DATA SCREENING

Prior to SEM analyzes, the data has to be screened and prepared. Ao&d to
Kline (2011), SEM requires certain assumptions about the distributional €haracteristics
of the dataset used for the analyzes, and problems related to the d ay contribute

towards model estimation and fitting program to come up with solutions'and at its worst

can cause the program to crash. Thus, in order to improv th?ﬁy of the data, the

approaches of preparing and screening data are adopte 1lows: .Ld
@

D
42.1 Missing Data 4 Y

Missing data are often a proble%wwial nen esea&zh because many

projects obtain data using survey researchiy When th ur&Qmissing data on a

A,

questionnaire exceeds 15%, the Ehioa %\H rqgt’oved from the data file
a

]
(Hair et al., 2013). The probl% f(%jssin@ can result firstly, in the
\
declining ability of th taw test ’o br gl a‘tgé relationship in a dataset and
secondly, the parameter esti’ates.{ bfaé? (Hair et al., 2010).

exa{r;%d via SPSS, and 22 cases were deleted
from subse uwlym beca
15 perc ;h questi s] ic
exc%l % (Hair et al., 2(%3') leaving 360 usable responses out of 382 total
N
Ns.

é
Q Missing value treatment procedures (e.g., mean replacement) could then be

applied to these data (Hair et al., 2010). If the number of missing values per indicator

tHe r@ dents did not provide answers to more than

N\
h p@lt the number of missing values per observation
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is relatively small (i.e., less than 5% missing per indicator), it recommends mean value
replacement instead of casewise deletion to treat the missing values when runnin

(Hair et al., 2013). The screening results of the data via SPSS showed tha% asa
minimal amount of missing data (less than 5%) which was replacAusing the

variable mean responses for each measurement item (Median of nerbﬂoint —all).

4.2.2 Outliers i{d
[

al value ft si‘gl&‘f\a?iable

e id@ thei@[inct and

Outliers refer to the observations that have an
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). In addition, outlie

different characteristics such as high or lo

. o
n 5‘\var1a e or @g at the outer
ranges of the distribution (Hair et al., N é
S\
; cgnu};\g\y T a

S, e@%h variable was examined

For outliers detection, besides e
“« Q-
for the standardized (z) scor& chnic dell, @2). Following Hair et al.,
: : Y. N
(2010), a case is an outlier if its'standar
an a

scorgis'+4 eyond. Therefore any Z-score
greater than 4 or less than -4/is co% be ﬁqputlier.

o)
b=
S

[ ch—

(
The results indigate \aw?andaf)&ied (z) scores of 8 cases were beyond +4
0 !
for some item%ls these thr

cdses,wete considered as outliers and hereby deleted
% O
N\
from th% is. Theretfor }16 usa@ responses dropped from 360 to 352.
23
I~ 9

Q% Suspicious Response Patterns

Suspicious response or unengaged responses or straight lining is when a

respondent marks the same response for a high proportion of the questions. For



example, if a 5-point scale is used to obtain answers and the response pattern is all 4s,

then that respondent in most cases should be removed from the dataset. Simila

respondent selects only 4s or only 5s, then that respondent should in m%\s be

removed (Hair et al., 2013). A
Based on the above, 4 cases out of 352 remaining cases \w{loved because

of the suspicious response issue; 2 respondants selected only &Espondent selected

only 3s, and 1 respondants selected only 4s. Therefore t delQ?our cases

the assessment proceeded to analyze 348 respondents. . Y’
S
LA

, 2 \,‘Z'
4.3 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS V \ g

Once there are no missing data,xiers% iou onnse issue in the
data set, the researcher can begi%e cra)%e of %@ analysis. This section
of

“« Q-
t e ondﬂﬁf descriptive statistics of
\

constructs, normality te arle th’ resp le S’e

4 F &
43.1 Demo a%r file - e‘('lile ~\ables
= 7S

e onde?t in 1S summarized using basic descriptive statistics

such ai{re encies and percgﬁ;s in order to provide an overview of the data

C d. Table 4.1 shows th

discusses the demographic

E——

B
3

(¢

frequency and percentage for demographic profile of

ondents in the study sample. It shows that 260 (74.7%) respondents are male while
e rest 88 (25.3%) are female participants.



Regarding age groups of the sample, 47.4% of them are between 30 - 39 years
old, 40.8% of total respondents are between 20 and 29 which const1tu‘mT2
respondants from the sample used, 7.5% of total respondents are betwee 4 49

9

4.3% of total respondents are above 50 years old.

In terms of education, 8.6% of respondents have a diploma, Furthermore, 29%

of respondents are undergraduate degree holders, 11.8.0% pondents have a

postgraduate degree, while 50.6% of respondents have nddry @ucaﬁon

@
Morover, the vast majority of respondents ar ied which r risen 1%,

whilst 8.9% of respondents are single , 1.4% ofﬁe reSpondents are divorced] "

Table 4.1: Summary of Demeogr Profi

Demographic Item Categories Percentage

Gender 1. Male S‘ ) 2@‘ 74.7
2. Female [ " q_‘:}? 253

Age 1. 20 rs Aj Sﬁ/‘mz 40.8
2. ears old 165 47.4

%ﬁﬁe ripol\(/ij I 26 7.5

4. Mor S ear‘s-@' 15 4.3

|
Marital Status . Single (‘Q%' 31 8.9

('} }.Ma ' :l C‘)O 312 89.7

. D')V ced .\(_} 5 1.4

Educa‘% 2 Moﬁda&’chool 176 50.6
Backgrou \/T
'S 2. Dipﬁa 30 8.6

\ 3. Undergraduate Degree 101 29.0
OE 4. Postgraduate Degree 41 11.8

Total 348 100




4.3.2 Measures Of Central Tendency And Dispersion

This section provides a commentary on the outcome of the descriptiv% sis.

By looking individually at all the five constructs and providing its interpﬁaéloa points
TOIN

of discussion can be generated for a better understanding of its impli . To analyze

the level of perception, the rule of thumb suggested by Pallant, (2013),1s utilize which

t}w of agreement by

e sc@een 0 and

mean score fr 3% 1673.66
|

indicates as moderate level of perception, while t ean score n 3.6%§and 5.00

4
indicates high level of perception. T \ Y}'
4.3.2.1 Intellectual Capital \c') C‘)&
A,

a) Human Capital %
% / S
e

is if the rating of the instrument is on the five Likert Scal

respondents can be divided into three groups whereby,

2.33 i ndicates low value or level of perception, t

Table 4.2 presents the ncy, percent el'm nd standard deviation of
each item, which measures%dge’ago@& Respondents are asked to
indicate their opinion \% measu'wd 0 ﬁ\'fz—ggﬁt scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (str Mree). l \ 9,

\
Gener%\ results i ?g tlﬁ%'\{erall respondents’ mean score for human

capital i %Fent “st dy i)4 3 @ a standard deviation of 0.818, which indicate

that theyrespondents agreed thact'){lg}./ have suitable education to fulfill their jobs, are

W, ained, hold suitable wc& experience for accomplishing their job successfully,
‘é we

Y/

A

11-skilled professionally to accomplish their job successfully, understand that
ing this job well is a reward in itself, feel thoroughly familiar with their tasks, and

mastering the job means a lot to them.



Table 4.2: Mean and standard deviation of human capital

No. Items 1 2 3 4
n n n n M\Q Rank

78 142 34 4 ’7

HCI | Employees have suitable education to fulfill their 0 0
jobs. 0 0 224 408
HC2 0o 0 75 148 14 0745 5
Empl 11 trained.
mployees are well traine 0 0 )16 42 s
HC3 | Employees hold suitable work experience for 0 0 79 122 420 0.783 1
accomplishing their job successfully. 0 0 22.7 TZ.Z
Employees are well-skilled professionally to 0 4 G 13' 0.807 3
HC4 accomplish their job successfully. 0 L1 e 362
@
HCS | Employees understand that doing this job wellisa 0 12 14 18 4@7 2
reward in itself. 0 4 35 *
1 84 12 7 4. 0.809 6
Considering the time spent on the job, employees : \?~
H 24 4
<6 feel thoroughly familiar with their tasks. 0 N N Y‘
g 7

HC7 | Mastering their jobs means a lot to our emplo 64 Q‘ 12 00 329 1.029
\ 3.7 184 28.6&.9

Total c \ AA 403 0.818
6

Source: Survey v d}‘

Note: n=frequency; %—perceK 1= stggsa‘ére&ngsagree 3= Neutral; 4=
Agree; 5= strongly Agree; Wan, SD=St dl rd ation.

b) Relational Capita

Table 4. 3 en th@cy, @ tage, mean and standard deviation of

each item, w 1 asures’ r ?1'211 Gag tal among respondents. Respondents are
asked to he1r opini ic measured on a five-point scale ranging from 1
(str ree) to 5 strongl@'ee)

enerally, the results indicate the overall respondents’ mean score for skills in
e'current study is £.107 with a standard deviation of 0.803, which indicate that the

espondents agreed that they have a close interaction with their stakeholders, have



mutual respect with the stakeholders, have mutual trust with the stakeholders, and have

personal friendships with the stakeholders. Y'
Table 4.3: Mean and standard deviation of relational capi ta ,

No. Items 1 2 3 M Rank
n n n
% % %
RC1 | Employees have a close interaction with 2 1 69
their stakeholders. 06 03 198
RC2 | Employees have mutual respect with the 0 4 77
stakeholders. 0 1.1 22.
1 6 75
RC3 | Employees have mutual trust with the 0.3 1.7 2
stakeholders. 3 7

RC4 | Employees have mutual trust with the 0.9 2.0 20.

stakeholders.

Total .
Source: Survey %
Note: n=frequency; %=percentage; IM sagr ; 3= Neutral; 4=
Agree; 5= strongly Agree; M=M Standar i

c) Structural Capital Aj

Table 4.4 pres% reque'g , D cjg ta mean and standard deviation of
each item, which res @ong ondents. Respondents are asked to

indicate their o ed 1ve point scale ranging from 1 (strongly
dlsagree) t gly . ’ (J
S
il s

lly, the reSults 1nd@3 the overall respondents’ mean score for structural
)
wn

he current study 15}02 with a standard deviation of 0.800 which indicate

e respondents agreed that they realize the relationships among authority,

0 onsibility, and benefit; know well about the contents of organization’s culture; can



effectively share their knowledge with each other; and can conveniently access

‘_}"C

Table 4.4: Mean and standard deviation of structural capitﬁ
M SD  Rank

organization information.

No. | Items 1 2 3 4 5
n n n n n
% % % % % T
SC1 | Employees realize the relationships 0 1 61 159 127V 0.721 1

among authority, responsibility, and
benefit.

Employees effectively construct an

SC2 | information system.

Employees effectively utilize their

SC3 | information system.

Employees know well about the contents
SC4 | of organization’s culture.

Employees clearly recognize the

SC5 | organization’s perspective.

Employees can operate an efficient 0773 3
SC6 | organization process.
Employees can effectively share thei 4.13 0.759 5

SC7 | knowledge with each other.

Employees can conveniently agees 25 3.17 1.114 8

SC8 | organization information.

Total Y~ . § 402 0.800
Source: Survey 2 :'4;\)'
Note: n=frequency; %rcent \N onglyDisagree 2=Disagree; 3= Neutral; 4=
Agree; 5= strong&e ; M=Mean; D=S@rd Deviation
\ ¢ ! C.g"
- g
43.2.2 (@!\‘act‘iy a $

Y-v

le 4.5 presents the@wncy, percentage, mean and standard deviation of
ea%\n‘ , which measures power distance among respondents. Respondents are asked
dicate their opinion which is measured on a five-point scale ranging from 1

%ongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

e
-3

.
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Generally, the results indicate the overall respondents’ mean score for job

satisfaction in the current study is 3.66 with a standard deviation of 1.02, which T&

that the respondents slightly agree or not sure that they feel close to the pe@lork,

feel good about working at this public institution, feel secure about t , believe

leaders are concerned about them, their wages are good, and all the1r?ents and skills

are used at work. V

X

No. Items
JS1 I receive recognition for a job well
done.
JS2 I feel close to the people at work.
JS3 I feel good about working at this
organization.
JS4 I feel secure about my job. %
JS5 I believe management is \
about me. :
JS6 On the whole, 1 be@ is good
for my phys1ca alth. \
JS7 My wages od Q
|
JS8 Allm dsk e af’ (_/ 104 144 49 352 0977 10
% o320 115 299 414 141
) % with thy supefigors. 'é\ 1834 el 154 81 371 1087
) 52 98 175 443 233
J el good about my job. \07 17 36 69 144 82 368 1.091 ]
49 103 19.8 414 236
Total 3.66 1.025
rce: Survey

ote: n=frequency; %=percentage; 1= strongly Disagree 2=Disagree; 3= Neutral; 4=

Agree; 5= strongly Agree; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation



4.3.2.3 Transformational Leadership (TL) YV
In this study, the overall construct quality contains four dim: jlons Lamely

system quality, information quality, and service quality. ‘
1) Idealized Influence (IT) \)

Table 4.6 presents the frequency, percentage, nd sta dlard deviation of
each item, which measures idealized influence among respondents. Res ond@are
asked to indicate their opinion which is measure ﬁve—pom scale ran rom 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Generally, the results indicate wral respon me@ ore for idealized

influence in the current study is 3. O%n a stan Y ‘%‘Pl 17, which indicate

that the respondents agreed tha!%

them, go beyond self-inter h

1n oth c?or being associated with

‘@ct in ways that build others’
respect for them, dis;%s se of low andsco fidence, talk about their most

F &
important values beliefs, ls e 12@,ﬂance of having a strong sense of
purpose, consi oral al co uences of decisions, and emphasize the
|
1mp0rtanc A% g a llectl e'nsbf ission.
ble 4.6 uea n dard deviation of idealized influence
No. \‘-)" 1 2 3 4 5 M SD  Rank
n n n n n

% % % % %
Leaders instill pride in others for being 48 59 82 113 46 3.14 1.248 2

associated with them. 138 17.0 23.6 325 132
Leaders go beyond self-interest for the 46 73 96 84 49 3.05 1.243 4
112 | good of the group. 132 210 276 241 141

46 73 92 86 51 3.07 1.254 3
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113 | Leaders act in ways that build others’ 132 21.0 264 247 147

respect for them.

Leaders display a sense of power and 46 48 99 98 57 3.21 1.25 IT
114 | confidence. 132 138 284 282 164 \
Leaders talk about their most important 39 59 131 84 35 3.05 % 5
0 1 !;

II5 | values and beliefs 11.2 17.0 37.6 24.1 10.1
Leaders specify the importance of 35 77 118 90 28 3.0

116 | having a strong sense of purpose. 10.1 221 339 259 8.0 T

Leaders consider the moral and ethical 34 79 135 73 27 2.9 1.067 8
117 | consequences of decisions. 9.8 227 388 210

Leaders emphasize the importance of 42 64 142 %
II8 | having a collective sense of mission. 12.1 184 408

Total

Source: Survey

Note: n=frequency; %=percentage; 1= strongly D1

T S\

4 ptﬂ ea standard deviation of

Table 4.7 presents the fre

each item, which measures m&'
are asked to indicate thei opRon which is meas S’U}a five-point scale ranging from

|
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly. a. "

al motivation anﬁ!’g’respondents Respondents

@
inspiration al t10n n the nt tu y is 2 95 with a standard deviation of 1.11,

which i at the Ments neutral that leaders talk optimistically about the

Y-v

futy lk enthusiastically aj%dt what needs to be accomplished, articulate a

@mg vision of the future, and express confidence that goals will be achieved.

General]\& indicate overall respondents’ mean score for



Table 4.7: Mean and standard deviation of inspirational motivation

No. | Items 1 2 3 4 5
n n n n n M W
% % % % % \

IM1 | Leaders talk optimistically about 41 63 125 83

the future. 11.8 181 359 239
IM2 | Leaders talk enthusiastically about 37 83 114 85

what needs to be accomplished. 10.6 239 328 244
IM3 | Leaders articulate a compelling 35 88 129 66

vision of the future. 10.1 253 37.1
IM4 | Leaders express confidence that 43 72 136
goals will be achieved. 124 20.7 39.1

Total
Source: Survey
Note: n=frequency; %=percentage; 1= strongly ee
Agree; 5= strongly Agree M=Mean; SD=Standar evﬁt'
3) Intellectual Stimulation (I%\ \T

[ “
Table 4.8 presents theﬂ ncy, percentdge, 1@) and standard deviation of
\

e

|
are asked to indicate their opihion whiCh.i eafsm@l on a five-point scale ranging from

n @)
1 (strongly disagr %(stro gly agree). %
N
\ eyl e
Gener%‘[ e tesults 1n<fca&}c'a1e overall respondents’ mean score for

intellec‘w%kulati?l the curr udy is 2.93 with a standard deviation of 1.13,
i

each item, which measures ectual stimla iog%ong respondents. Respondents

.

L %

whish 1s'ca e that the respondg_ﬁ)ts*agreed that leaders re-examine critical assumptions
N

t Non whether they are appropriate, seek differing perspectives when solving

lems, get others to look at problems from many different angles, and suggest new

ays of looking at how to complete assignments.



Table 4.8: Mean and standard deviation of intellectual stimulation

No. | Items 1 2 3 4 5
n n n n n M W
% % % % % 5\

IS1 | Leaders re-examine critical 41 78 126 81 22 2.90‘ 1.0 3

assumptions to question whether 11.8 224 362 233 63

they are appropriate.

IS2 | Leaders seek differing perspectives
when solving problems. 11.2
IS3 | Leaders get others to look at
problems from many different 13.8
angles.

IS4 | Leaders suggest new ways of
looking at how to complete 13.8
assignments.

Total

Source: Survey

Note: n=frequency; %=percentage; 1=

4) Individual Considerz'& )

Table 4.9 pres :requen , P cellit mean and standard deviation of
\‘; . &

each item, which Nres indi i é&bn among respondents. Respondents

are asked to indw ir op 'sc\}gsured on a five-point scale ranging from
1 (strongly %

)to 5 (s

S
:T.é\

Ily, the reSults indicate the overall respondents’” mean score for individual

comsideration in the current s‘tﬁy is 3.31 with a standard deviation of 1.20, which

%e that the respondents agreed that leaders treat others as individuals rather than

Just as a member of a group, consider an individual as having different needs, abilities,



and aspirations from others, seek a differing point of view when dealing with

organizational issues, and help others to develop their strengths. YV
Table 4.9: Mean and standard deviation of individual conmderiwn ,

No. | Items 1 2 3

n n n TSD Rank
% % % % "N
41 1.198 1

IC1 | Leaders treat others as individuals 25 60 84 107
rather than just as a member of a 72 172 241 3 2

group.
IC2 | Leaders consider an individual as 26 Mm 2
"l

having different needs, abilities, and 7.5 20.4 2 29.9 19. N
aspirations from others. ' i’)
IC3 | Leaders seek a differing point of 26 83 28 lvl 3
view when dealing with 7.5 le . Yw
organizational issues. W é
IC4 | Leaders help others to develop their 62 43’24 1.185 4
strengths.

Total

Source: Survey

Note: n=frequency; %=percer%

Agree; 5= strongly Agree N?nn;
4.3.24 Innovatlon&\ '

fnc&gg}centage, mean and standard deviation of

'dua@sideration among respondents. Respondents

Generally, the results indicate the overall respondents’ mean score for
innovation in the current study is 3.67 with a standard deviation of 1.07, which indicate

that the respondents agreed that they accept demands that go beyond existing services,
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invent new services, frequently refine the provision of existing services, introduce

improved but existing services for the public and improve their efficiency of sew

Table 4.10: Mean and standard deviation of innovation 3 ,
1 2 3 4 5

No. Items
n n n n n v SD Rank
%
IN1 We accept demands that go beyond 12 s
existing services. 34
IN2 12
We invent new services. 1
3.4
IN3 We experiment with new approaches 10
and technological methods in education 5 g 4
IN4 We frequently refine the provision of 15
2
existing services. 4.3
IN5 We regularly implement small 2
adaptations to existing services. 5 3
IN6 We introduce improved but existing \
. . 6
services for the public. ‘ 6.0
IN7 We improve our provision’s effici 26 &
. 3.57 1.140 7
of services. 7y 9.5 . ; .
Total \ A\ 3.67 107

) S
Source: Survey l §
Note: n=frequency; %%tage; IE lrlliéagree 2=Disagree; 3=Unsure; 4=

Agree; 5= strongly e M= o D=Stan Deviation
&

4.3.3 Norm@st 0 | C-)
@PLS“d es not requi rmal-distributed input data (Hair et al., 2017),
able 411

%

s

T ows that the data 0@;5 study is normally-distributed. Normality is used

Ly
t:wbe a symmetrical, bellhaped curve, which has the greatest frequency of scores
e

middle with smaller frequencies towards the extremes. Normality can be assessed
Qobtaining skewness and kurtosis values (Pallant, 2013).
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According to George and Mallery (2013), the arithmetic mean is a good
descriptor if the Skewness value obtained is within +2.0 cut-off point. Byrne (2 t
the cut-off point For Kurtosis, which is less than 7 to be acceptable. Table@ves a
summary of the skewness and kurtosis values for all 56 items w icate the
normality of the variables. The normality of the 56 items was checked and the result
indicated no violation. Thus, all variables in this study were%t% zed as normally

distributed.

Table 4.11: Assessment of Norm

Skewness Std. Error of Skewness

-0.346 131
-0.259 N 0.3

0.119 0.131

IC4 -0.084 0.131

Q HC1 -0.245 0.131
HC2 -0.239 0.131

HC3 -0.358 0.131




HC4 -0.411 0.131 -0.984 0.261
HC5 -0.411 0.131 -1.107 0.261
HC6
HC7
SC1
SC2
SC3
SC4
SC5
SC6
SC7
SC8
RC1
RC2
RC3
RC4
JS1
JS2
JS3
JS4
JS5
JS6
JS7

IIN2 . % . .
Il . " . .
-0.704 6'0.131 -0.171 0.261

“RI: radical innovation, TIN: incremental innovation, JS: job satisfaction

The result indicated that the skew and kurtosis of all 56 items were between +2
nd £7 respectively. Therefore, it can be concluded that the data set of all items were

well-modelled by a normal distribution.



4.3.4 Response Rate YV
Baruch & Holtom (2008) examines the response rates for *\sed in
organizational research. It analyzed 1607 studies published in the years 2000rand 2005
in 17 refered academic journals and identified 490 different studie thmed surveys.
The study examined the response rates in these studies, whi vered more than
lYr}sult shows that

100,000 organizations and 400,000 individual respondent

mean response rates for the questionnaire (Online) is 54. uestionnairedistribution

I

number should not be equal to the number of s size because spense rate
4

often will not be 100% in order to get the requi?hplesig \¥~

From the 500 questionnaires d@& 1 e ret

ed to which 348
responses were useful for analysis. The respon }a.te\f smgy is 76.4%, which is
A,

considered very good (Baruch & , 200 mpar@l to other studies found

“« Q-
in the relevant literature. \ A(Q
T l N
Total number % ionnai ;J}@d‘(/ e 34 cases; 22 cases removed

because of the mis&%‘[a forlm n 159 the questions, 8 cases considered as
SO i

outliers and 4 c\
@
ready for tﬁnal is were

weresalso deleted. Therefore, the data which was

[
ses cQt}of 382 returned.
NS
’ <>
istribution m: ho! is qmtionnaire, Roscoe (1975) mentioned that in order

&

to% sample bias, the resp&se rate should be more than 10 percent and at least a

e

um of 30 percent responses must be collected for the analysis (Sekaran & Bougie,
2). Based on that, there is no sample bias in this study because the response rate of

the study is 76.4%.



In order to have confidence in the goodness of fit test, a sample size of at least
100 is recommended (Hoyle, 1995). Since the final valid sample size of the?!t

study is 348, SEM-PLS can be used with confidence. %\

4.4 MULTICOLLINEARITY TEST Vz
?ﬂ:e of independent
b qpch

QKO?T and thus
not each explaining unique variance in the dependentyvariable (O/brie . i
S
ik

ce inflatio act@ IF) and

\ee of é&collinearity

tolerance are both widely used measurements ‘of thﬁ
ria1® f one construct'

(O’brien, 2007). The tolerance repre\h amoun
indicator not explained by the other%ators i M&e c;é.\A related measure of
S

collinearity is the variance in@acmp (VI %eﬁ s the reciprocal of the
iy af erat 013

tolerance (i.e., VIFx1 = 1/TOLx H:[\ ).@ tolerance and VIF are both

provided in the regression azsis output o dst@u‘%lar software packages SPSS.
NUfiloy
There are %idelh‘es that can be@plied regarding VIF and tolerance:
o
|
- Ifthe &}'IF is %r&aa} q‘@then there is cause for concern (Bowerman
yer.

S, ). According to (Hair et al., 2013) if the largest

O ell, 0;
§’\! T X
[F 1s greater than 5 th. re is cause for concern.

\

olerance below 0.1 indicates a serious problem, and below 0.2 indicates a

QE potential problem (Menard, 1995; Hair et al., 2011)

Multicollinearity is not desirable as i means that

variables explained in our dependent variable are over

To assess the level of multicollinearity, var



Table 4.12 shows multicollinearity diagnostic that indicates that there is no
evidence of significant multicollinearity among the research predictor variables ITE
all VIF values are below 5. It means that the variance our predictor Variabl 1n in

our dependent variable is not overlapping with each other. *

Table 4.12: Multicollinearity test via variance inflationafacto zVIF)

Tolerance VIF
TL 0.769 1.301
IC 0.934 .07
[
JC 0.767 I 1t30 \Y'

Key: IC: intellectual capital, TL: transformation: ership, JC, jo

44
/..
",

45 MEASUREMENT MODEL ASEWENT
According to Hair et al, ZMeasu@ od lQeciﬁes how each

construct is measured, the me t 81 essm &wﬂl be evaluated by
Eted

%‘t}ty aﬁ&a idity for all the constructs
used will be discussed in thi ection. %
C) S

There are r%sourcle asure é‘( error (measurement error is the

2.

performing goodness of fit, is

difference between of &é&drlable and the value obtained by a

measurement cial s01en S ése&r}c including poorly worded questions in a

survey, % rstagdl g ) t e ng approach, and incorrect application of a
stat1 itlcs

method, all of whlch to random and/or systematic errors (the error can

andom source, whlch threatens reliability, or a systematic source, which

Q tens validity) (Hair et al., 2017). Certainly, all measurements used in the
ultivariate analysis are likely to contain some measurement error. The objective,
therefore, is to reduce the measurement error as much as possible. Multivariate
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measurement enables researchers to more precisely identify measurement error and

Ng

Figure 4.1 shows the PLS algorithm results (regression weightﬁ‘ or_the full

therefore account for it in research findings.

model. The PLS algorithm was drawn from the version PLS 3.0.
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0gss  Capital(lf) 4q45 0.931
0923
]
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N

% Figure
&

-

:}tSa‘<
&

ithm results (regression weights)

odel Fit Indicators — Goodness Of Fit

0 There has been a debate over the use goodness-of-fit within PLS-SEM,

according to Hair et al., (2017) PLS-SEM does not have an established global goodness-
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of-fit measure, its use for theory testing and confirmation. However, some research such
as (Bentler & Huang, 2014) has started developing goodness-of-fit measures \?&
PLS-SEM framework, and Henseler et al., (2014) introduced the stand@ﬁ root
mean square residual (SRMR), which measures the squared discrepa ween the
observed correlations and the model-implied correlations, as a means to validate a

model whereby values less than 0.08 are considered a good fit,

Consistent PLS gives fit values that can be u%ss Wl fit. The
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR = 0.Q6) is lower than hils W‘can
S
s
4
N

1\ Cr(%a h's Alpha

4.5.2 Construct Reliability: Composite Reliability

The reliability of a measur%lablisheé\e%‘ti {Q%oth consistency and

stability. According to Awan, % relieﬂ)ility ‘the @t’nt of how reliable is the
measurement model i@ the fintende late‘ngnstmct. The assessment for
reliability for a measu odel collld b Ad@ng the following criteria:
N
1) Internal r@ Tl@ity he{Q% achieved when the Cronbach’s Alpha
value @r g%ﬁall@ Bernstein, 1994). Cronbach’s alpha is a
rel@coef?h irﬁfgs how well the items in a set are positively
Wed to (:‘n notﬁer.\d}'(?nbach’s alpha is computed in terms of the average
S

conclude that the data fits the model well.

rcorrelations amon'g\ct?e items measuring the concept (Sekaran & Bougie,

% 2012). Due to Cronbach alpha's limitations in the population, it is more

0 appropriate to apply a different measure of internal consistency reliability,

which is referred to as composite reliability (Hair et al., 2017).
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2) Composite Reliability: The measure of reliability and internal consistency for a
latent construct. A value of CR > 0.7 is required in order to achieve cow

reliability for a construct (Kline, 2010; Gefen, Straub, & Boudrea@. CR

is calculated using the given formula: A

CR=(K)?/(32K) 2+ (3.1-K?)). where K= factor loading of &very item.

Y

The composite reliability varies between anR, with higher values
indicating higher levels of reliability. It is generally 4 eted 1 t!le same way as

values 0.60 to 0. @ are
.S
ility Vah?s elo 0.6®icate a

\ N
é\‘?

alue@c%ater than 0.7, and

Cronbach's alpha. Specifically, composite reliabil

acceptable in exploratory research, composite reli

lack of internal consistency reliability (Hair et al.§2013).

Table 4.13 shows the results o@e reliabili

the Cronbach’s alpha is also gre%nan 0.7,\icgi

f o
reliability is fulfilled, and there4 onsistencyyand stability in the model.

\ \A
Table 4.13: Cronbach’s Al’ha aly l0rn@e reliability results
Construct (aboy:' 7Y » 4:"’ CR (>0.7)
Transformati 1\ - \ @)
| 0955 = 0.959
Leadershi {Q
Intellectuale_ag (ICP @ 0’9&0(.)(-/ 0.981
iSfacti
s 05y

'cht s that the construct

<

) 0.8@ 0.916

Ug907 0.926

&
NN= ronbach’s alpha; CR= Composite Reliability
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4.5.3 Indicator Reliability: Loadings

Factor loading was used to test indicator reliability. High loadings on %z:ct

indicate that the associated indicators seem to have much in common, whigh is captured
by the construct (Hair et al., 2017). Factor loadings greater than O.S%mSidered to
be very significant (Hair et al., 2010). The loadings for all tw exceeded the

recommended value of 0.5, as shown in Table 4.14, and t ere?ﬁe loadings for all

h eu&S,J, 117, 118,
HC7, SC8, JS9 and JS10 which are eliminated from the scale dueto lo adﬁ]@
| &
Table 4.14: Results of Loadin all Ité
N \T
constructs N oading

\, V\Ite {\
‘ : & (> 0.5)
Human Capital (HC) \ (O 0889

A

the items in the model fulfilled all the requirements e

l%\ Q (Q%(J RC2 0.916
Relational Cagftal(RE) O RC3 0.898
t) R < (j’ RC4 0.923

6’ P b')! $ SC1 0.899
\'e SC2 0.897

A \"'}' SC3 0.902
\ural Capital (SC) SC4 0.931
§ SC5 0.923

SC6 0.939
SC7 0.944
IC1 0.903
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Intellectual Capital (IC) IC2 0.911

Transformational Leadership (TL) 113 Y’O.904

Job Satisfaction (JS)

% 1IN4 SOy
Qte: All the factor loadings of the individual items are statistically significant (p <

0.01).
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4.5.4 Convergent Validity: Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

Convergent validity is the extent to which a measure correlates posiﬂxith

alternative measures of the same construct. To establish convergent Validis, resarchers

consider the average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2017). ‘

A common measure to establish convergent validity on the ruct level is the
average variance extracted (AVE). This criterion is define the,grand mean value of
the squared loadings of the indicators associated with nstruct (i%e,, thé sum of the

@

squared loadings divided by the number of indicatc@efore, e AVE 's i@\gem
0

to the communality of a construct. Using the samg 1 as thaf'used with t@ﬁdividual

avere%,\?ﬁe construct

Ver@\ an AVE of less

Késms than the variance

S

indicators, an AVE value of 0.50 or high% tes

explains more than half of the Varian\%ndicato >
than 0.50 indicates that, on average(mfre errcﬁq%

explained by the construct (Hai

AVE is calculated u?ke gi

AVE=3K?/n B g ’ &,
g ol g, b f
K= factor& of e\lery item, an(‘i':?number of item in a model
N

1O o |
Table %S ows the 0{_} QIB convergent validity via average variance
extracte %,'wh'?h ndi¢ates th \11 AVE values are higher than 0.50. convergent
' 4
validityof the full model const@; fulfilled.
\

\? Table 4.15: Average variance extracted (AVE) results

Construct AVE (> 0.5)
Transformational Leadership (TL) 0.597

Intellctual Capital (IC) 0.757
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Job Satisfaction (JS) 0.577
Organizational Innovation (OI) 0.642
Note: AVE = Average Variance Extracted \z

4.5.5 Discriminant Validity: The Cross-Loadings, Fornell-Larcker Criterion

And Htmt V
The discriminant validity (the degree to whichti mg diffeirentiate among
constructs or measure distinct concepts) of the measu model Wked using
@

three criteria the cross-loadings, Fomell-Larc% hetergtrait- OTO@ atio
loa

(HTMT). According to (Hair et al., 2017), the cro dings_are pica\l}W‘the first

o

approach to assess the discriminant Validit% indigit\s shoé& Table 4.16

the cross loading criterion fulfills L\%ements se 6€ndicator’s outer
loadings on a construct were hightthan all i $>a rg)qwith other constructs
[

(bold values). (‘}

‘&
Table 4.16: Res iscr; ina? alidit the cross loading
M N
) TL

Jg ' NJ or

HCI 0828 081 é;" 0.104 20.195
HCZQO.BQ 0.1@ 0.139 0.132
N ) | &6@ 0.173 0.142
g’) s 7 € 009 0.123 0.151

0
110905 .S0.158 0.190 0.111
0.893. ¥ 0.126 0.160 -0.124

RC1 0.789., 0.084 0.091 -0.152

\ RC2 0.840 0.155 0.155 -0.039
Q RC3 0.813 0.109 0.115 -0.066

RC4 0.832 0.128 0.143 -0.103
SC1 0.870 0.126 0.169 -0.092
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SC2
SC3
SC4
SC5
SC6
SC7
IC1
IC2
IC3
IC4
11
12
13
114
M1
M2
IM3
M4
IS1
IS2
IS3
IS4

—
95
—

7

JS8
RI1
RI2

L

0.863 0.082
0.879 0.111
0.900 0.128
0.901 0.133
0.901 0.086
0.909 0.128

15
5 &
0440 ,é\o.233

0.(%9 \,‘Z“ 0.444

0.080&7 0.424
0.061 0.340
0.162 0.715
0.140 0.637
0.183 0.617
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RI3 0.196 0.596 0.786 0.338
1IN1 0.058 0.787 0.750 0.441

1IN2 0.175 0.531 0.821 0.458 \Y~
1IN3 0.078 0.576 0.816 m")

IIN4 0.119 0.623 0.815
Key: IC: intellectual capital, JS: job satisfaction, TL: transformationWership, Ol

Organizational innovation V

Results of discriminant validity by Fornell-Larckerigsiterion arei shown in Table

4.17, the square root of the AVEs on the diagonals as sented bWed values
@
which were higher than the correlations between c cts (cotresp ding_fgx‘and

column values). This indicates that the constructs are strongly felate theimspective
Y

8; F%gf & Larcker,

indicators compared to other constructs of % el

1981), thus suggesting a good discrim& idity ( tal., 2@. In addition, the
correlation between exogenous congtructs is 1&%5 '@ng, 2014). Hence, the
discriminant validity of all cons is fulfilled. (’}

‘&

‘_’ “J ol TL

0.801
0.496 0.773
Key: IC#in i ] ‘1sfaction, TL: transformational leadership, OI:

Organizati

\(ecently, there are some criticism on the Fornell-Larcker criterion, Henseler,
le, & Sarstedt, (2015) mentioned that it does not accurately reveal the lack of
scriminant validity in common research situations. They have proposed an alternative

technique which is Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT) of correlations based on the
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Multitrait-Multimethod matrix. This study assesses discriminant validity through
HTMT. The discriminant validity has a problem when the HTMT value is greaw
HTMTO0.90 value 0of 0.90 (Gold et al., 2001), or HTMT0.85 value of 0.85 ( 10)

All values as Table 4.18 shows are lower than the recommended value of*ndlcatmg

that discriminant validity has been ascertained. q

Table 4.18: Results of discriminant validi
Ic oI JS

IC

ol 0.179 | &
JS 0.151 0.780 \

Y
TL 0.138 0.532

Key: IC: intellectual capital, JS: job satisf:

i i dership, OI:
Organizational innovation \% O<Q

46 STRUCTURAL MOD ESSMEN <§?

The structural e uatm?’!de s’lhe S d ma@process of SEM analysis. Once

the measurement model'is v dated, Ql&/ f the structural model can be made

by spemfylng the lationshi S|amon the c u cts. According to (Hair et al., 2010;

\
Ho, 2006) th d?z vides é)gwlls on the links between the variables.
Sarst

lt Ri guj 017) suggested assessing the structural model

by 100 g at the beta (P), Rz('j “and the corresponding t-values via a bootstrapping

N

e with a resample of 5,000. Moreover, they recommend reporting the

ictive relevance (Q?). As Sullivan & Feinn, (2012) argue that the p-value determine
h

ether the effect exists but it does not reveal the size of the effect. Figure 4.2 shows

-

Lr

the PLS bootstrapping (T Statistics) results which were drawn on the version PLS 3.0.
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tra

3, H4 and HS5

0 =0.205, t= 5.95, p<0.01),

(f =0.478,t=11.80, p<0.01) and (£ =0.675,t=19.61, p <0.01) respectively.

are
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O@e hypothesis tests. Intellectual capital and

tional leadership sigq(iﬁcantly predict organizational innovation. Hence, H1,
accepted with (f =0.104, t= 3.05, p<0.01),

(B =0.199, t= 4.43, p<0.01),




Table 4.19: Structural path analysis result
o Std Std t- % > %
Hypo Relationship p-value [@

Beta Error value
Hl IC >0l 0.104 0.035 3.05 0.000 %orted
H2 TL—OI 0.205 0.035 5.95 0.000 Yﬁpported
H3 IC—=IJS 0.199 0.045 4.43 O.M Supported
H4 TL—JS 0.478 0.040 11.80 Supported
H5 JS—O0I 0.675 0.034 19.61 l Supported

Key: HC: human capital, TL: transformational le

performance

4.6.2 Coefficient Of Determination: R? Val

The R? value indicates the am(w)ar

explained by the independent Va%s. Henc

[
predictive ability of the struct odel. Itd

K\

be high enough for the mod 1ev inimum le f explanatory power (Urbach
R S 3.0 is used to obtain the R?

& Ahlemann, 2010). % udy, s

values. Falk and N 992)|re§1ended the R? values should be equal to or

greater than 0.\&1‘&2 'explé% variance of a particular endogenous

construct t %ﬂed e \? 0@98%) suggested that R? is substantial when
b,

it is gre 26f wi géept power above 0.02, and according to Chin (1998)

R? Atantial when it is @{er than 0.65 with acceptable power above 0.19.
@ely, Hair et al. (2013) recommended that R? has to be larger than 0.75 in order
Qﬂ) deemed substantial, with acceptable power above 0.25. Table 4.20 shows the result

of R? from the structural model, and indicates that all the R? values are high enough for
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the model to achieve an acceptable level of explanatory power. Note that the variance

explained in endogenous construct Organizational innovation is 0.64 (64%). T

Table 4.20: Coefficient of determination result R? ; ,
exogenous endogenous R Cohen Chin Hair et al.,

construct construct (1988b) (1998) (2013)
IC, JS, and TL Ol 0.64 Substantial Moder weak
Key: IC: intellectual capital, TL: transformational leadership, la job satisfaction, OI:

Organizational innovation .\d
@
g

4.6.3 Predictive Relevance (Blindfolding) Q? ' %)
-\
By using the blindfolding procedure thi exa{% ow research
| . . ol
proposed model regarding the predictive ance. A'%\reco men Hair et al.,
reflective measurement. Ifthe Value% is greathrwq% t @\é predictive relevance
0
of the proposed model exists f%ain endogenotis c@tf?uct (Fornell, C., & Cha,

1994; Hair et al., 2017). As 21 s[o s that the ‘\g.),e of Q? is greater than 0 which

indicates that there is a%; te pre'g tiv sle‘:&d'm) for the proposed model. For the

Q? values, Hair 61@ 7) Squ\value@,?) 5 (large), 0.15 (medium), and 0.02
m

(small) as a rela& sure ftive @evance, and the result of this study shows
3 ‘

that the exogenousthave large p déti(e;‘e)levance.
L $
’ <

Table .ZI;PrQ;Mive relevance (Blindfolding) Q?
&+

Q2

construct

QUi
%

Ol 0.40

ey: OI: Organizational innovation
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4.6.4 Post-Hoc Statistical Power

Statistical power is the ability to distinguish signal from noise, or the%ﬁood

that it will distinguish an effect of a certain size from pure luck, wls'&’ps the

researcher to assess the power of the analysis. Statistical power affected by the observed
probability level, the number of predictors, the observed R?, and the smize (Cohen,

1988b; Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). This study used statistical power

calculator which proposed by (Sober, 2016) to determine erv:ld power for the

pern er.lt\a§4 minimum
)
acceptable power (Gefen & Rigdon, 2011). If obs statisticallpowgf is'gréater than
0.8 that indicates good power, the closer the re one,& er th&&ver. The
9
result of Daniel Sober calculator shows thtwervea\stat‘s cal power for this study

is 0.99 which indicate high statistical IN

study R?. Across the social sciences, convention specifies

\ A&
A
) S
“« Q-
4.6.5 Importance-PerformM ap A i (IP]\Q{f"
X~ <
. 3 | ) E .

This study ran nce-perform }e% x analysis (IPMA) as post-hoc
procedure in PLS &%Organizlatl\ﬁ{mw@’ss the outcome construct. The IPMA
estimates the total effe€ts re e predecessor constructs’ importance in shaping

¢
the target b (performan ﬁ'np(c_t), while their average latent variable scores
i ;e

NS
represe% rform , the c@tation of the index values (performance scores)
Avlished by rescaling@/ latent constructs scores to a range of 100 (highest

a

@ nce) down to 0 (lowest performance) (Hair et al., 2017). According to Ringle
rstedt, (2016) IPMA enriches the PLS analysis results, instead of only analyzing

e path coefficients (i.e. the importance dimension), it also takes into consideration the

G

arc
pe

average value of the latent constructs and their indicators (i.e. innovation dimension).
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Table 4.22 shows the findings of importance (total effects) and performance (index

values) used for the IPMA.

Table 4.22: IPMA for Organizational Innovation : ,

Total effect of the construct

o ) In ues
Latent constructs Organizational Innovation -
a

Pe
(Importance)
IC 0.239 Y‘ 66.02

JS 0.672 6.44
TL 0.527 | '\qd
LI v i
Key: IC: intellectual capital, TL: transformational leadership, J 1 job ti’facq%n\, OlL:
Organizational innovation A
s b 4§

Y- N
As shown in Figure 4.3 this study% the to%fects %Qgg and index

values out in a priority map, it can beﬂ)\%] that job.sa fact'él.is very important
i 't\jts relatively higher

factor in determining the organittional in Ml u

importance values compared to? erf) con qts @he proposed model.
Transformatiomal leadershipNhe 'J:% port@gf{actor in determining the

organizational innovati®n anR;en co
2 F &

the of IPMA is to identify predecessors

Accordinw@ et a‘, (
that have a relfw igh im ge fo(?)% target construct (i.e., those that have a

s thg'inte al capital.

2 9

latively low performance (i.e., low average latent

[¢]

&

strong tot. fect) but fals
Variabiw , the‘:lfwzﬂland ing these constructs represent potential areas of

N
im nt that may receiva@h attention. In conclusion, in order to improve the
%zational innovation, the managerial activities should focus on enhancing job

isfaction and transformational leadership practices.
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Importance-Performance Map
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Organizational Innovation (Ol) 50
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Total Effects
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Xl lea

Key: IC: intellectual capital, TL: tran@

Organizational inneyati

Figure 4.3: IPMA (Pri %ap) ﬂ@%&a‘[

[

7]
N &
4.6.6 Mediation Assess t , N

The structural r% also }e eva aFd(lz/ etermining the direct and indirect

relationships exiﬁ&ﬁweenlth%enousé‘{md endogenous latent variables (Jorg
4

&

Henseler et al. ). Here zfche@essed the mediation of job satisfaction in

,t
‘ @ 2 C.)
the relati@ etwgen =int lect@ capital, transformational leadership and

S
organiiw 1nnov€tv%ten@ion of the mediating effects in the structural

N
equati odels helps in ass%?ing the relationship between the independent and
de

@nt variables in comparison to the relationship between the independent and
Gpendent variables with a mediation construct. Field (2013) defined mediation as a

situation which describes the association between the predictor and outcome variables

based on their relationship with another variable (i.e., mediator). Figure 4.4 describes
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the relationship between the predictor and outcome variables (described as c). The
figure also showed that all variables are related to the 3rd variable as follows: w'ﬂb
predictor variable can predict the mediator based on the path denoted @ The
mediator can predict the outcome by the path denoted as b. However, atlonshlp

between the predictor and the outcome variables could be differen t,io the mediator

Q’C.

Predictor - > Outcome s Y'
Q

[

included in the proposed model is denoted as c'.

Indirect Effect

Mediator
a b
Predictor > Outcome
¢
\ )
|
Direct Effect

m &V&[é i \.:1 Model
\ 4.\e (F1e 013)

C\ O
‘
Th riable fu t10 C be Q_;;d as the mediator if it fulfils the following

crlterla e pr ;hab ould be able to forecast the outcome variable
w1tl& mediator; (2) The p@ictor variable should be able to predict the mediator;

medlator variable should be able to predict the outcome variables; and (4) The

0 ictor variable should not effectively predict the outcome variables when the

mediator is included in the model. Hayes (2013) noted some issues existing in the Baron

and Kenny approach and also proposed some solutions. They tested the mediatory
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effects and determined the indirect effect with the help of the bootstrapping process. In
conclusion, Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt (2017) stated that before other rese

test the mediating effects, they have to implement the Preacher & Hayes (@odel
and then bootstrap the sample distribution for all the indirect and di cts. This
can be applied to both the simple and the mediator models. The bootng technique
does not presume the shapes or statistics of the variable di M)ns and can be
confidently applied to smaller sample sizes. Furthermore, tc displays better
statistical power in comparison to the Sobel test. This repoiteste hWory effect,

@
as stated by Preacher & Hayes (2004), using the boots ing proces ink e@mple

size of 5,000, which bootstraps all indirect T}% als@ﬁlied the
Preacher & Hayes (2004) method for boot ping altl\indl t effe@g): testing the

ctuOﬁSage mediated the

mediation hypotheses, H6 and H7. T suia showed t

relationship between each of co ibility anﬁ\&%a{

performance on the other. Thus% H7

=0.134, t=4.124, p<0.001 0.’3

@bn on one side and
N,
ere ccptegQ showed the values of (

1.01 gg .001), respectively.

Table 4.23: Mediation afect of Jo 15610(@;1 Between Intellectual Capital,

a\hip, an

ganizational Innovation

. Error t-value P-

Hypothe Hypothesis

value Result

. 0032 4124 0000  Supported

H7 TL IS0l 0,320 0.029 11012 0.000  Supported
O

mPreacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008)

te: IC: Intellectual Capital, JS: Job Satisfaction, TL: Transformational Leadership,

= Organizational Innovation; p < 0.05

116



4.6.7 Hypotheses Testing Results

Table 4.24 summarize all hypotheses results in this study which 1%? the

direct and indirect hypotheses. .\. ,

Table 4.24: Summary of Results

Hypo Findings

Intellectual capital has a positive effect on or

H1
innovation among Fujairah Police Employees in

Transformational leadership has a positive

@
H2 organizational innovation among Fujaira@Emplo ees Su po@g‘

in UAE.
Intell 1 ital h iti fte b ".f \"Z~
ntellectual capital has a positive ette o stagtion

g&\ ported

H3

among Fujairah Police Employees‘ia UAE.

Transformational leadership a%ositive ect' on j
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. . - g Supported
innovation among Fuj ice Emplo
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\
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H7 organizati innQvation rough&g satisfaction among Supported

Fujai amce mplo 'LuagaJ
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bject& $ ‘exa@g the effect of intellectual capital on

organizational innovation:g}/

\l‘he statistical results shows that intellectual capital significantly influences

organizational innovation with t-value of 3.05, and Std Beta of 0.104 which indicates
at the three components of intellectual capital namely human capital, relational

capital, and structural capital are important to enhance innovation at organizations.
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Thus, hypothesis 1 is significantly supported. The discussion and interpretation of the

objective will be dicussed in the following chapter. YV

e Research objective 2: examining the effect of transformational lea&rship on

organizational innovation: Q

The statistical results shows that transformational leaderws even stronger
effect than intellectual capital on organizational innovati ixt-vaiue of 5.95, and
Std Beta of 0.205 which indicates that the three ¢ onents oWrmational

. X
leadership namely idealized influence, inspir 1 motivation, 'in_\tegbctual
stimulation, and individualized consideration‘ are vital tol enhanCe i% vation at

anwty

organizations. Thus, hypothesis 2 is sigaific sgfp i Th%}ggussion and

e Research objective 3: ex

The statistical Its shows th

satisfaction with t-wa 34,

correct and suffi¢ient, hum

reflected on @ion thé e

signiﬁce@ort}db”yd' cu@ and interpretation of the objective will be
s

dicuss§ in the following chaptce'r}‘,Z~

N ~

satisfaction: a’

|
Weesc‘bercieve in their job. Thus hypothesis 3 is

esearch objective 4: examining the effect of transformational leadership on job
satisfaction:
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The statistical results shows that transformational leadership again has stronger
effect than intellectual capital on job satisfaction with t-value of 11.80, and Stdw
0.478 which indicates that putting more emphasis on applying tran@ional
leadership practices in terms of idealized influence, inspiratio tivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration are key to achieving better job

satisfaction among employees. Thus, hypothesis 4 is signi{ican supported. The

discussion and interpretation of the objective will be dicussedyin the following chapter.

. .

2
o Research objective 5: examining the effect ofjoeb\satisfaction r!a ional
s b 4§

innovation:
Y- \ Y
The statistical results shows that jo% cticﬁ has-even strégrv effect than

intellectual capital on organizational i@l with t- of 1 é%, and Std Beta of
0.675 which is relatively strong inﬂence and inl anat @\g employees who are

N\,
satisfied with their job will ha%gor fnpact the@?ancement of innovation

within the organization. Thus%thel' i gniﬁc@y supported. The discussion

and interpretation of the obj g've will be di sded,@%e following chapter.
Sl

he r@?ation effect of job satisfaction

nd othca?izational innovation:

between i

T %&ica} sults shows{that job satisfaction significantly mediates the
s
relationghi

ip between intellectu %vital and organizational innovation with t-value of

e Research obj%ve : exa
3 ‘.

4 Nnd Std Beta of 0.134 which indicates that job satisfaction partially explain the

tionship between intellectual capital and organizational innovation. Thus,

Opothesis 6 is significantly supported. The discussion and interpretation of the
objective will be dicussed in the following chapter.
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e Research objective 7: examining the mediation effect of job satisfaction Y.

between transformational leadership and organizational innovation: \

The statistical results shows that transformational leadership ha§,a s1aiﬁcant

indirect impact on organizational innovation via job satisfaction significantly with t-

value of 11.012, and Std Beta of 0.320 which indicates that jolysatisfaction partially

explain the relationship between transformational lea ers?ﬁ:d organizational

innovation. Thus hypothesis 7 1is significantly s : Thiis?sion and
interpretation of the objective will be dicussed in thefollowing chaptern g Y'
S
s
4
N

\Q\T

This chapter starts by presemaam @e ; t}ji@q missing values,

outliers, and suspicious response % The%u e
? [

477 CHAPTER SUMMARY \; Q\

lQhe descriptive statistics
]

s'o
responge rate. g&& that, it discusses the

of constructs, normality te

multicollinearity issue and?ﬂion |tetho rian@ hen, the exploratory factor

analysis, assessment o%easurep t oﬂle']gi?(ﬂlowed by the assessment of the

structural models &Nnte@owin ()pter will examine the results reported

in this chapte Mres ‘the esent é@}jf’s contributions to the existing field of
ndi

t
knowledg piriy S ~évui\ﬁ.Be evaluated to examine their implications for
acade w the Ig‘ra lofters. Q-he limitations of the current study will also be

S
pr& nd finally, conside?ac&?)n for future research will be outlined.
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