CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS c}
4.1 Introduction Q

This chapter analyzes the demographics of the respondenis; covering gender, age,
F

education, and length employment. The chapter then expl results for each

variable. Following this, it assesses the reliability of eac iablelba ronbach S
alpha. The descriptive analysis results are also pr@ﬁnal th a'te_{%sents
the hypotheses testing results.

4.2 Data Screening \ , é
As mentioned in Chapter 3, t%estionna\w‘re el(\ered personally to the

selected respondents, i.e., e of ?our santre@arunnajah branches in
Indonesia. The questlonnalr We istfi m e ovember 2021 to December
2021 to 600 responder% ble 4 !l Th d d questionnaires were collected
after two weeks. | of 55? ues |res were returned. There were 229
respondents fro &kar , 195 ondents from the West Java branch, 99

respondents h Ba ten b ch’ a@t?l respondents from the outside Java branch.

able 4. mber @aturned Questionnaires by Branch

: Daru@djah Branch Number of
N Respondents
X Jakarta 229
' West Java 195
3. Banten 99
4. Outside Java 31
Total Respondents 556




4.3 Demographic Profile

Table 4.2 summarizes the demographic profile of the 556 respondents. Ar

percent (n = 283) of the employees were male and 49.10 percent (n = 273) @nale.

In terms of age, most of the respondents were young, as they were from the
under 20 years old (24.63%) and 21-30 years old (37.05%) age groupg he subsequent

age groups gradually became smaller, with only 1.26 percent ‘nw)f the sample in
ts

the > 61 years old age group. In terms of education, the re v'ere largely split
between secondary education (44.06%) and bachelor’s %). rwspondents
oy

had a master’s degree, while only seven have a do e. In fqu@ment
length, almost half of the respondents (49.82% orkedefo thar\fi% years at

Darunnajah, while only one respondent hw edo? e tha.@g;/ears at the

Pesantren. The second largest catego as 310 years (46" S‘V@IIowed by 11-15
years (11.69%). % >\VY
(]
Ta@)e rap# Profi
A
Characteristic Fre N %

Gender ,%\
Male 2839 | Q 50.90
Female 27 2 49.10

Age (years old) 4 <Q

<20 \ NV O 24.64
21-30 l 206 % 37.05
31-40 \ 905 16.29

41-5 12.95
51- ’ :' dSJ 7.91
6la oV (_/ 1.26
Education NS
% lp ) SN s

Senior Hi choo 44.06
Bachelor’s Degree , T 263 47.30
ter NV 41 7.37
A PhD \C') 7 1.26
Le of Employment
5 <years 276 49.82
6-10 years 92 16.55
11-15 years 65 11.69
16-20 years 42 7.37
21-25 years 31 5.58
26-30 years 21 3.78
31-35 years 21 3.78
36-40 years 7 1.26
41> years 1 0.18




4.4 Analysis of Assumptions
Prior to testing the hypotheses, several statistical assumptions were testwwe
assumptions included multicollinearity, outliers, normality, Iin@} and

homoscedasticity. The following section provide detailed expla for each

assumption. Y'
4.4.1 Multicollinearity z l

Multicollinearity must be addressed in multivari naly is.\du{dollinearity
"X
ith a set of er}n&ép}hdent

ria% asunj@?he same

; Tb‘a S plest@. to detect
multicollinearity is through a correm&trix of de@ent variables. A

correlation of > 0.90 indicates sub@sal collm\thH r@&l., 2010). Table 4.3
N\,
shows that the correlation betw%ndep’énde ariab@/as < 0.90, which means

occurs when an independent variable is highly correla

variables. Highly correlated means that two disi

construct, causing redundancy (Kline,

Variable Meaq\ Standarc..” CcL(~ TL AL Js

AN
TL 3 41! ,__%40 *%
AL (423 88 093*  0.264**
JS %@ 8

1
)
=
o

N

0
69 I . ¢,
05 0.41176-570.425%*  0.840%*  0.324**

Note: C hat matvwip; T‘Q'—\Transformational Leadership; AL = Autocratic
Leader$1 3 Job Satisfaction; * —W0.0S; *k = p<0.01

N
\C.)

enother method to assess multicollinearity is by estimating tolerance and

0|ance inflation factor (VIF) (Pallant, 2011; Hair et al., 2010). Tolerance is the

variability of a predictor variable that is not explained by other predictors. Tolerance

should not be less than 0.10, while VIF should not exceed 10 to indicate the absence of
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multicollinearity (Pallant, 2016). Table 4.4 shows that the tolerance values for all
independent variables ranged between 0.273 to 0.892, which are higher than O.YI'NE

largest VIF was 3.657, which is less than 10. These results provide additio@ﬂence

that multicollinearity was not an issue.

(Constant) Tolerance VIF
Charismatic Leadership 0.809 'Y' 1.235
Transformational Leadership 0.291 .
Autocratic Leadership 0.89 1.1

Job Satisfaction 0.273

4
| O
4.4.2 Outliers
s N~

Pallant (2011) explained that outliers can b%etect i scaite@ﬁt. Qutliers
are cases where a standardized residual (@% in :\sc rpIoQgis 3.30r<-3.3
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Figure Mtratwi erplot-of the standardized
residuals against standardized pre '(@alua%d pe t@it variables. The values

q
were between 3.3 and -3.3, su s%g that re n&%ut iers.
—— i Scatterplot N

Dependent Variable: Total_OC

7.5

2.5

-2.54

Regression ;tantﬁa’ued Residual

-5.07

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 4.1: Scatterplot

(/4,/1/

64



4.4.3 Normality

To satisfy the assumption of data normality, kurtosis and skewnesvm
computed. Skewness and kurtosis are used to assess whether data a(eﬁ\nally
distributed. Skewness is a measure of symmetry. If the data are distrimqually to
the left and right of the center point, then it is symmetric. Kurtosis\s a measure of

peakedness or flatness of the data. \,
199

The rule of thumb for normality test, as suggested b m i), is a skewness
of < 3 and a kurtosis of < 10. The focus here is on kurtosiS'hecaus mws kurtosis
could significantly affect the variance and co@tests yr Zplﬁ the
standardized kurtosis index value is 3, then the ' or% mal@ﬂstributed
(Byrne, 2010). Table 4.5 shows that the s r‘g:wd:rur IS valué\x; within the
accepted level. \% é

Table %malitﬁ\isxe {\/(\
Ska% Std. Erpor,  Kuftosis Std. Error
Charismatic 1 A‘Q‘l.ZOG 0.207
Transformational ’\_%a - 0.870 0.207
Autocratic 020 u.wb 0.243 0.207
Job satisfaction %0.2% 0.104, 1.200 0.207
Commitmen 4 104 1518 0.207

4.4.4 Linea@}l Horos ’tlcitsv)
) O
L@ﬂhe egree of args\.i‘n the dependent variable that is associated with
e

4

nt variable. Homos@asticity indicates that the dependent variable shows
t W& levels of variance acr\oss a range of independent variables (Hair et al., 2010;

iIr et al., 1998; Weinberg & Abramowitz, 2008). Linearity and homoscedasticity are
thected by generating an ordinary probability plot of the standardized residual of the

dependent constructs (Palant, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Linearity and



homoscedasticity can also be examined through a scatterplot of the standardized
residuals (Pallant, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Linearity is present ww
residuals have a straight-line relationship with the predicted dependent va ores
(Sekaran, 2006). Nonlinearity is present when the overall shape of t&;qlterplot is

curved instead of linear (Sekaran, 2006). Y.
Figure 4.2 indicates that linearity and homoscedasticity_were“achieved because
yY:e endent variable

the residuals have a straight-line relationship with the p

values. In addition, as shown in Figure 4.3, the scatterplogshow thWores were
]

concentrated in the center along the 0 point (Palla@. ' _\0}
Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual Y"
Y

Dependent Variable: COMMITMENT

1.0

0.6

0.44

Expected Cum Prob

0.2

\ if'r\é_gd Cum Prob
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&

(f)
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Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: COMMITMENT

8-

-2

Regression Standardized Residual

4

'
=

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 4.3: Scatterplot of the Wdize@m Y\J\T

4.5 Exploratory Factor Analysis (K&)

An EFA (principal componenenalysis)

the items of charismatic Ieader@sforﬁatio ead \p autocratic leadership,
: _ &/

job satisfaction, and organizam co : Thi@s considered an appropriate
15 ips am

approach for exploring th i;rrelati @set of items. As explained in

s ' g

al"component analysis, the suitability of data for

)

ax %i.on was conducted on

-/

Chapter 3, prior to p@m g

factor analysis was“agssess

sampling ade‘dv an:l[ Bartl

requirement oth as
b

that ca".N.|I be“used to best reprgs)Jt. the interrelationships among the set of items.
N

ing the determination of the number of factors, they were then rotated using

imax rotation to assess the loading pattern of each item on the factors. The varimax

Qation technique was used to obtain simpler and more interpretable factor solutions

n thQKJaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
!
sftes&ié? sphericity value. If the results meet the

, t@ext step is to determine the number of factors
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(Hair et al., 2006). The following sub-sections provide a detailed discussion on the EFA

X
K\

As mentioned in Chapter 3, charismatic leadership consists of five dimensions:

results.
4.5.1 Charismatic Leadership

vision and articulation, personal risk, sensitivity the enwronmeqt:wvny of member

needs, and unconventional behavior. The EFA results for e imension are discussed

below. \d
‘'Y
45.1.1 Vision and Articulation \ \‘F
EFA was run to determine the factor Jc; iterr%Xt'ed to vision

and articulation. Table 4.6 shows tha O_was .843, WhiCh is@ve the suggested

‘(5&2(21) =1240.5188, p

\
< 0.05). These results show tha% We% appropriate Q%factor analysis.

K*O artlett’svTest
Kaiser-Meyer. ure bf Sampling.Adequacy. 843
Bartlett's Test of wl i \" Aﬁ‘ % Chi- -Square 1240.518
l < df 21
A S
‘\ Q O sig 000

(—)

=)
owit at @ponent emerged from the EFA procedure with

an mgé%!of >1.0. The EIQ%L§~|UG was 3.461. The total variance explained for

nd articulation was 49 447%. The loading for each item was also within the

6%%% value of >0.50 (Table 4.8).



Table 4.7: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared ings
o -
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Cum% v

Component Variance = _
1 3.461 49.447 49.447
2 972 13.888 63.335 s(.—)
3 716 10.231 73.566
4 561 8.017 81.583 3.461 4? 49.447
5 481 6.866 88.449
6 435 6.220 94.668 V
7 373 5.332 100.000 Y'
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis '
Table 4.8: Factor Loadings for Vision and Art Iat#)n Ite$1 . ‘,\Y'
Item I%& i
CL1 .
CL2 Yv .
CL3
CL4 \,

CL5 %

CL6 \

CL7 P - 2

Extraction Method: Principal Compo lysis >\
(]

45.1.2 Personal Risk \ ¥

EFA was run to determige the fac’)r str tvre@ three items related to personal

risk. Table 4.9 shows that KMO Wﬁﬁ iﬂtﬁ'}above the suggested value of .6, and

the Bartlett’s test@cit \l/as S iﬁca@@) = 342.558, p < 0.05. These results
N

show that the (at\bg re p%ejbr r analysis.

R

Mea§&7e of Sampling Adequacy. .652

's Test of Sphericity\c'7 Approx. Chi-Square 342.558
df 3

.000 .000

Table 4.10 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.918. The total variance explained for
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personal risk was 63.938%. The loading value for each item was also within the

acceptable value, which is >0.50 (Table 4.11). T
Table 4.10: Total Variance Explained A
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of d Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total %. k. umulative
Component Varian %
1 1.918 63.938 63.938 1.918 63. 63.938
2 .650 21.675 85.613
3 432 14.387 100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Table 4.11: Factor Loadings for Perso Rls'< ®
Item FactowLoadifg \C‘)‘
CL8 .

CLY .%3’\ &y
CL10 i w3 "
Extraction Method: Principal Component An@ w\ <\

4.5.1.3 Environmental Sensitivit \
é =
EFA was run to determin ct%r 3 of @)/exfour items related to

environmental sensitivity. TaB\ show: e K&Owas .650, which is above
the suggested value of WBaﬂ'ﬂt s t€s O@UQW was significant (X2(6) =
306.195, p < 0.05. These results s o zl-t}yvere appropriate for factor analysis.

Kais% i ure of_%#npllng Adequacy. .650
Bartlett'ssfiest herici () Approx. Chi-Square 306.195
Q? A ;

,\,T Sig. .000

able 4.13 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged
m the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.931. The total variance explained for
enwronmental sensitivity was 48.276%. The of each item was also within the acceptable

value of >0.50 (Table 4.14).
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Table 4.13: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared ings
o =
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total A’ of QUM
Component Variance "%

1 1.931 48.276 48.276 1.931 48.276 % 8.276

2 917 22.928 71.203 s
3 .661 16.516 87.719
4 491 12.281 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis V

Table 4.14: Factor Loadings for EnvironmentaléSensitivity Items

I
A
[

Item
CL11
CL12
CL13
CL14

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis Y'

45.1.4 Sensitivity to Members’ N d%

EFA was run to determine the fac ur e_mcrge items related to
sensitivity to members’ needs. Tablé¥, 1 shqw%‘nftl\@as .612, which is above
the suggested value of .6, and rtlett’s sph%%y was significant (X2 (3) =

239.238, p <0.05). Thec resgs show #att di\ta @ appropriate for factor analysis.

4 b o
Table I&% and{ég%lett’s Test
Kaiser-Meyer-OlkinMeasuré of Sa@ﬁng Adequacy. 612

Bartlett's Tfﬁ@p eici‘ty "l C‘)(}pprox. Chi-Square 239.138

(\é_/ df 3

Sig. .000

&

-

P 4
-\ >,
\ 4.16 shows that oﬁ‘?one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged
%re EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.751. The total variance explained for

oﬂsitivity to members’ needs was 58.367%. The loading of each item was within the

acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.17).
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Table 4.16: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared ings
o -
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Cum% v

Component Variance = _
1 1.751 58.367 58.367 1.751 58.367 (,) 8.367
2 764 25.453 83.820
3 485 16.180 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

ltem
CL15
CL16

CL17 .6
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis ' c}‘
AL
P 4
X

45.15 Unconventional Behavior \,z 'ﬁ \ ?Y'
EFA was run to determine th a%tructur e tﬁﬁitems related to
s /661

%g 18: (0] ghm@tt’s Test
y 2

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkifi M M{Egam'p@Adequacy. 661
i l @ox. Chi-Square 270.994

, Q)O df 3

d C . Sig. .000

>

EWQ shows that gnl@ component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged
C.)
frdﬂe FA procedure. The\e!genvalue was 1.841. The total variance explained for

entional behavior was 61.355%. The loading of each item was within the

Oeptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.20).




Table 4.19: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared ings
o -
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Cum% v

Component Variance = _
1 1.841 61.355 61.355 1.841 61.355 (,) 1.355
2 636 21.194 82.549
3 524 17.451 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

Item
CL18
CL19
CL20
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

4.5.2 Transformational Leadership
Transformational leadership coriiqgu
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulatio

EFA results for each dimension are“disctissed belo

4521 ldealized | en

EFA was run to de ine\t@uz“ ure of the three items related to
idealized influen@e 49@5 that\ KMO was .608, which is above the

suggested w@, and !%;ﬁ%tt’ﬁoyst of sphericity was significant (X2 (3) =
255.155@. T eyt h(@hat the data were appropriate for factor analysis.
s

h
,
:I Ta .21: KMO and Bartlett’s Test
N,
\ aiser-Meyer-Olkin Mé&asure of Sampling Adequacy. .608

lett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 255.155

05 df 3
Sig. 000




Table 4.22 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.775. The total variance explaw

idealized influence construct was 59.155%. The loading of each item wﬂﬁ the

acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.23). A
Table 4.22: Total Variance Explained 2
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sumﬁquared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Cumulative
Component e %
1 1.775 59.155 59.155 ' 59.155
2 154 25.148 84.303 \d
3 471 15.697 100.000 * O~
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis ' C—) \/
Table 4.23: Factor Loadings for IndT i @;’\’
Item A\') a
TAL (,)
TA2 \
Extraction Method: Principal Compon alysis

0 S

“ &

45.2.2 Inspirational Moti& ¥ A‘O
Exploratory Factor Analysi Was'appli Io \ine the factor structure of the
three items of inspiratit%tiva%@jz&é}hows that the KMO was .613, which
is above the sug@lue ol .6, and the @ett’s test of sphericity was significant

(X?(3) =119.852 0.05. dhes r‘gsiult w that the data were appropriate for factor
analysis. Q- \(J
& ‘v >

! able o KMO and Bartlett’s Test
aiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .613

\ett‘s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 119.852

% df 3
Sig. 000




Table 4.25 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.559. The total variance explai

Inspirational motivation construct was 51.983%. The loading of each iten(%\ithin

the acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.26). A
Table 4.25: Total Variance Explained 2
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sumﬁquared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Cumulative
Component e %
1 1.559 51.983 51.983 . 51.983
2 770 25.658 77.641 \d
3 671 22.359 100.000 , * O~
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis ' _b \/
Table 4.26: Factor Loadings for Inw on Ite@,;'\'
‘ v
Item A\') a g "
TA4 (,)
TA5 \
Extraction Method: Principal Compon alysis A
# S
Y 6
45.2.3 Intellectual Stimulm A
\
EFA was run t deterz;ne the [fact s]r@ of the three items related to
. N S ’$ %9 _
intellectual stlmulat{r el hows tha(_t) KMO was .600, which is above

\1 ¢ ' (J . .
139.599,p < (ﬁ) ese resu oW thﬁ‘Dhe data were appropriate for factor analysis.

suggested value &and antlett’s teS\(,of sphericity was significant (X? (3) =
I;aw

Q- "
b g 4.27 O and Bartlett’s Test
] Y o
arser-Meyer-Olkin I\/&@hre of Sampling Adequacy. 532
rtlett’s Test of Sphericity\ Approx. Chi-Square 139.599

df 3




Table 4.28 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.516. The total variance explali r
intellectual stimulation was 50.538%. The loading of each item was wi the
acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.29). A
Table 4.28: Total Variance Explained 2
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Suﬁquared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % C“m;* lative
Component e %)
1 1.516 50.538 50.538 ' 50.538
2 937 31.229 81.767 \d
3 .547 18.233 100.000 * o~
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis ' _b \/
Table 4.29: Factor Loadings for InT
Item A\') a
TA7 (,)
TA8 \
Extraction Method: Principal Compon%alysis

u
45.2.4 Individualized Corﬁ ¥
EFA was run t(%g; thebsﬂ@ of the three items related to
individualized consideration. T how;‘@ the KMO was .600, which is above
the suggested V%&@ a %

lett’s@vt of sphericity was significant (X? (3) =
139.599, p < &v e

< br N
) b 4 4.3%5&]\/10 and Bartlett’s Test
aiser-Meyer-Olkin re of Sampling Adequacy. .623
Q(te s Test of Sphericity\ Approx. Chi-Square 173.6.5
df 3
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oW t&/&f?ne data were appropriate for factor analysis.
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Table 4.31 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.667. The total variance explaw

individualized consideration was 55.569%. The loading of each item wﬂ}n the

acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.32). A
Table 4.31: Total Variance Explained 2
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sum quared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total . Cumulative
Component lance %
1 1.667 55.569 55.569 55.569 55.569
2 143 24.774 80.344

3 .590 19.656 100.000 , \'dﬁ A" .nd
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis ? ’ ' C—)
? 4

Table 4.32: Factor Loadings for Indivi ed sideration @ﬂfs
\ &
Item ) actar Lo i

TA10 17 ‘
TAL1 \ : é
TA12 = 5. \

Extraction Method: Principal Compon alysis \Y JAS

3
(o]

4.5.3 Autocratic Leadershm

Autocratic leade sists of two me@s: determine all decisions and
i] ? s
emphasize the best erfor b A re@s’ for each dimension are discussed

/I/’S?

below.

(’} : '_lc_)(}

453.1 w |s ons$
as run to determa’e‘,zt-f;e factor structure of the four items related to

e e aII decisions. One |tem (LA5) was deleted due to cross-loading. Table 4.33

s that the KMO was .668, which is above the suggested value of .6, and the
al

rtlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X? (6) = 210.350, p < 0.05). These results

show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.



Table 4.33: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square $
df (') 6
Sig. .000

Table 4.34 shows that only one component with an eigen\w >1.0 emerged
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.805. The othce explained for

determine all decisions was 45.118%. The loadin ch itenK(N?/ithin the

acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.35). I 5 C}Y'
Table 4.34: Total Variance lainegh T
Y
Initial Eigenvalues s of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulati % 0? Cumulative
Component ° arian %
1 1.805 45.118

6&118 45.118

2 .848 21.197

3 .758 18.960 .
4 589 14.725 .
Extraction Method: Principal Compo i dq <</
Table 4.35: Facto in s,oﬁi rmine All Decisions
4 3(]! N
Item ',' / . , Factor Loading

LAl .663

LA2 \ ; N g 771
N

LA 654
D

a ) .586
T corrshfﬁ Ahalysis
S
1)) S

Be'st Psgformance

Extraction Met@jm

,

4.5.3.:%0hasizes

N
\ was run to deternmiisie the factor structure of the four items related to
%ﬁizes the best performance. Table 4.36 shows that the KMO was .608, which is

ve the suggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X2



(6) = 246.413, p < 0.05). These results show that the data were appropriate for factor

analysis. T
N

Table 4.36: KMO and Bartlett’s Test ‘%
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. —\ 597
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square Yv 246.413
df V 6

Table 4.37 shows that only one component wit@ Iuw emerged

L 4
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.79 e total varian erpl@;e for
=

the emphazies the best performance construct was 16%. Fhe loading otzeach item
Y

was within the acceptable value of >0.50 (T%%&. SZ'
Table 4.37: .Vaaance Explained &

Initial Eigenvalue ction Sums of Squared Loadings
. . Y% of Cumulative
[0) 0,
Component Total % of Varianc tive otal (SWariance %
1 1.797 44916 4.91()ﬁ 7} 1.79%’ 44916 44916

2 .986 24.64\ 69.55 &’

3 704 17 164 E\

4 513 12.8 0.00(3! e
Extraction Method: Princip onent An}l sis ’ 2 GJ

Itemiﬁmphasize the Best Performance
| ;O Factor Loading

s , ? 682
¢\ 742

107
' 530
Extraction Method: Principal Co ent Analysis

N
N
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4,5.4 Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment consists of three dimensions: affective comm?'l,

continuance commitment, and normative commitment. The EFA resu@each

dimension are discussed below. A

EFA was run to determine the factor structure of the items re

4541 Affective Commitment

ted to affective

é—s

commitment. Two items (OC1 and OC5) were deleted cross-loading. Table 4.39
]

Y-v
gested| value)off &Cajl\i the
2.%< 5). J'\@‘Ee results
show that the data were appropriate for fac

Table 4.39: w Bartlett’sdlest ()
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Meas(e%SampE@‘Ad%uq’y,é\ 722
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. i-S&G@e 592.688
% df & 6
5

o .000

shows that the KMO was .722, which is above th

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X2

A v s

4
pone@(lith an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged

igenyalue v@ .257. The total variance explained for
!

%. cI“De loading of each item was within the

acceptab %b .v())bl 4.4\
ke

A Table\4%9‘: Total Variance Explained

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total

\ Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
@ % of Cumulative

onent Variance %
1 2.257 56.414 56.414 2.257 56.414 56.414
o 2 .934 23.345 79.759
3 443 11.068 90.827
4 .367 9.173 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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Table 4.41: Factor Loadings for Affective Commitment Items

Item Factor Loading
0C2 .566

0oC3 860 \z
oc4 853 (—)
0C6 810 A

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

4542 Continuance Commitment
EFA was run to determine the factor structure Cx items related to
continuance commitment. One item (OC11) was deletetydue to ran. Table
@

ggested val cf&@‘c’i'the

6.668, p,< 005). TﬁFe results

é\‘?

4.42 shows that the KMO was .730, which is above

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X2

show that the data were appropriate for fac

Table 4.42:

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Meas ua)y/(\ 730
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. i-S&C@’e 306.668
f ) 10

X
Sigo .000

2
o
Table 4.43 show%‘nly O”M”w an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged

from the EFA pro MThe }lg

continuance C en was

Inlug*fflgenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

\ Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total %. of Cumulative
Variance %

2.066 41.323 41.323 2.066 41.323 41.323

17.920 59.243
15.018 74.261
13.538 87.799

acceptabl J 4\
:% abfg 4. 453'Total Variance Explained
? 2
3
4
610 12.201 100.000

Extract1on Method: Principal Component Analysis
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Table 4.44: Factor Loadings for Continuance Commitment ltems

Item Factor Loading

OoC7 633 ?
0cC8 652 \
0C9 .699 co
OC10 616 A
0C12 .609

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis Yv

sr@?wormative
commitment. One item (OC13) was deleted due to crass-loading. Table4. sﬂQV\Q'that
| &

the KMO was .750, which is above the suggeste ue of .6, and th artle't%% test of

’ X
sphericity was significant (X? (10) = 373.164,¥7.05 \Fhe{ esultssshow that the

data were appropriate for factor analysis. (\,: u\

4543 Normative Commitment

EFA was run to determine the factor structure of t

o
Table 4.45§1\;O nd%t? t‘,\

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Me Sampirrg‘ﬁiebué&y)\'\ 750

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ﬂppr ; Ghi-@are 373.164
df\A 10
.000

4 ¢ &

Table 4.46 st‘hat only one,Compongst with an eigenvalue of >1.0 emerged
edu

from the EFA % e, The'ei \‘alu‘e'@s 2.166. The total variance explained for
¢
, '

328%. jThe loading of each item was within the

normative Q entfwa
acceptil%m of ﬁ.@-&)le ).
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Table 4.46: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared ings
o -
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Cum% v

Component Variance

1 2.166 43.328 43.328 2.166 43.328 ‘_) 3.328
2 918 18.365 61.693 s

3 725 14.508 76.201

4 631 12.622 88.823 T

5 559 11.177 100.000 \,

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

Item
OC14
0OC15
OC16
OC17
0OC18
Extraction Method: Principal Component Anal

4.5.5 Job Satisfaction Y
Job satisfaction consists of n ;mensions: mqy, p@tion, supervisor, fringe
benefit, contingent reward, M ng W cm\&zﬂ(er, nature of work, and

communication. The E% ts for e{?ﬁef}si@! discussed below.
'3 ' g
N %é/
4551 Pay & &

EFA wﬁ}b determi I;e'fgfoj structure of the four items related to pay.

One iter@'was eb:(ﬂu to %@"s-loading. Table 4.48 shows that the KMO was
s

.693, ﬁ!c above the sugges&)&lue of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was

\
Si Wnt (X% (3) = 121.730, p < 0.05). These results show that the data were

0 ropriate for factor analysis.
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Table 4.48: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square gﬁ
df (') 3
Sig. .000

Table 4.49 shows that only one component with an eigen\w >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.548. The otmnce explained for

pay was 51.602%. The loading value for each item m c ptw, which is
>0.50 (refer to Table 4.50). I . C}Y'
Table 4.49: Total Variance lainegh T
Y
Initial Eigenvalues a s of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 0? Cumulative
Component ° i T asVarian %

1 1.548 51.602 602 51.602

2 .819 27.301

3 .633 21.097 0.0 Ve
Extraction Method: Principal ComponentyAnaly ﬁ ' (:}\

(]

JSE2 .
JSE3 \d 1‘% S 747
Extraction Method)%p | Component Analysis’™
N
N O §

4552 n \(./
Was run {o efmin e factor structure of the four items related to
N

prmAm Table 4.51 shows'ﬂ%’KMO was .614, which is above the suggested value

%md the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X? (6) = 128.692, p < 0.05).

se results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.

Table 4.50%Factor s for Items
Item q ] h F@)r Loading
JSE1 C—) ! TN 775




Table 4.51: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square \;ﬁ
df (') 6
Sig. A

Table 4.52 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue ;>1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.602. The othce explained for

promotion was 40.049%. The loading of each item wasgwithin the % value of
@
>0.50 (Table 4.53). \Y'
| S
Table 4.52: Total Variance lainegh T

Initial Eigenvalues

Total % of Variance Cumulati

% f ?‘ Cumulative
arian %
O 049 40.049

Component

1 1.602 40.049 0.
2 .952 23.801 63.

3 780 19.495 83.345 \Y
4 .666 16.655 100.000 P
Extraction Method: Principal Componen: siy A "‘)

Table 4. w'u:tor L’)a tion Items

Item % ! ’ g or Loading
JSE5 <g, 548
JSE6 NN @ 703
JSE& | 40% 614
I 657

Extraction e% ci n?v Aﬁays(is

e i)

was run to deter the factor structure of the four items related to

|

%&sion. One item (JSE12) was deleted due to cross-loading. Table 4.54 shows that

0 KMO was .646, which is above the suggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant (X2 (3) = 162.069, p < 0.05). These results show that the data

were appropriate for factor analysis.
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Table 4.54: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square @g
df (') 3
Sig. .000

Table 4.55 shows that only one component with an eigen\w >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.576. The othce explained for

supervision was 52.544%. The loading of each item was;within the {pt?e value of
>0.50 (Table 4.56). ™
| _@
Table 4.55: Total Variance lainegh X~
Y
Initial Eigenvalues , s of Squared Loadings
: . f I\ Cumulative
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative o arla‘nf %
544 52.544

1 1.576 52.544 o4
2 .895 29.824 82.

3 529 17.632 o000 NP ) A
Extraction Method: Principal ComponentAnaly ﬁ ' (:}\
(]

‘&

Table 4.56:%r Loadi r Su ision Items
Item q i h F@)r Loading
JSE9 C—) :' ["4:)’ 785
JSE10 517
JSELL NN

incipal

Extraction Metho Comiponent Analysis

N
455.4 e Benef 7 \(J
iw run t({ détermine the-Factor structure of the four items related to fringe
be

N
“Table 4.57 shows thaﬁ@ KMO was .646, which is above the suggested value

nd the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X2 (3) = 162.069, p < 0.05).

oese results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.



Table 4.57: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square \;ﬁ
df (') 6
Sig. .000

Table 4.58 shows that only one component with an eigen\w >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.723. The othce explained for

Fringe Benefit construct was 43.067%. The loadin C itewithin the

@
acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.59). I C}Y'
Table 4.58: Total Variance lainegh X~
Y
Initial Eigenvalues s of Squared Loadings
. 9% of |\’ Cumulative
Component Total % of Variance Cumulati aria‘ng %
1 1.723 43.067

6&067 43.067

2 .857 21.418
3 770 19.260

4 .650 16.255
Extraction Method: Principal Compo

ltem

s
,ﬁj K
Table .59%& Lo'dinggf F@Benefit Items
% ',' '<;F~a5tor Loading

JSE13 544
NSE

JSE .660
15 ¥

Extract Mt&.’;’h"lé\ iAﬁa%/"
Xtraction ivie ; C|T 0 ”] SIS
@

455, Q?Mn:ajen{%a)rﬁs

\ was run to deterniine the factor structure of the four items related to

%ent rewards. Table 4.60 shows that the KMO was .627, which is above the

Ggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X? (6) =

117.997, p < 0.05. These results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.



Table 4.60: KMO and Bartlett’s Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square % 97
df (—) 6
Table 4.61 shows that only one component with an eigenvalue o >1.0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.581. The totzww!nce explained for
Contingent Rewards construct was 39.536%. The loadin i nl was within the

acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.62)

| _@
Table 4.61: Total Varianc Iame? Y.
S of S
%

Initial Eigenvalues tramqn S jaréd Loadings
Cumulatlve

Total % of Variance Cumulat / T I
Component arla %

1 1.581 39.536 9 % 81 29.536 39.536
2 942 23.541 7 O
82.87

3 792 19.801 \Y ~ 9
4 685 17.122 Cﬁ)).ooo Q

P

Extraction Method: Principal t Aflalysis () Q
xtraction Method: Principa Compor@/sm¥ 4
ordtems o t|n

A
Table 4.62: FaTadmis gent Rewards
Item *E&tor Loading

JSE17 434
&

P 4 ~°.I
JSE18 \ 598
JSEJ&\ Q Q}% 716
N T 123

B

Extraction Met{od! | @o s;ﬁ Aﬁays‘is
4&
5
5.5. : atlng C n Y'
was run to determm:t'he factor structure of four items related to operating

%on Table 4.63 shows that the KMO was .607, which is above the suggested value

0 6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X2 (6) = 105.034, p < 0.05).

These results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.
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Table 4.63: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square &
=\ ) o
0

df
Sig.

Table 4.64 shows that only one component with an eigenv. >1.0 emerged
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.545. Theftetal zriani:e explained for
Operating Condition construct was 38.616%. The loa eac iWithin the

o
acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.65). ' C}
Table 4.64: Total Vari lained
§ N
Initial Eigenvalues Extrastion'Sums of Sgliared Loadings
. 5 %0 Cumulative
Component Total % of Variance Cumul N Q’a&al ariance %

1 1.545 38.616 16 1. 616 38

2 957 23.933 62.5 616

3 791

19.782 02331 \Y /(\

.000, _ C'}

4 707 17.669 o,
Extraction Method: Principal Comp\ nalysis q &
\
Table 4.€€. Fagr Loadings f?qper Condition Items
.

-

\ (_7 ctor Loading
JSE21 651
\ Q %% 588

S, 651
) \ ! c_(-/_ 593

C‘
g
T

N
A was run to determine the factor structure of the four items related to Co-
k

ers. Table 4.66 shows that the KMO was .594, which is above the suggested value

0.6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X? (6) = 187.099, p < 0.05).

These results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.



Table 4.66: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square \;ﬁ
df (') 6
Sig. .000

Table 4.67 shows that only one component with an eigen\w >1.0 emerged
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.684. The othce explained for
Co-Worker construct was 42.102%. The loading of eachgtem w wih\nt?cceptable

value of >0.50 (Table 4.68).

| _@
Table 4.67: Total Variance lainegh \z~
o W\
Initial Eigenvalues a s of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative \%0? Cumulative
Component ° i T asVarian %
1 1.684 42.102

6,102 42.102

2 .928 23.200
3 .853 21.336

4 534 13.362
Extraction Method: Principal Compo

Table 4. [ orker Items
Item v ", Factor Loading
JSE25 \" CQ 449
=2 B Il
& |
JS Ly W O 779

A

455
N
\ was run to determi?{gﬂwe factor structure of the four items related to nature

. Table 4.69 shows that the KMO was .643, which is above the suggested value

0.6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X2 (6) = 154.870, p < 0.05).

These results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.



Table 4.69: KMO and Bartlett’s Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square % 70
df (—) 6
Sig. A .000

Table 4.70 shows that only one component with an eigen\%gﬂ 0 emerged

from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.675. The tota nce explained for
nature of work was 41.867%. The loading of each item was t@ble value
of >0.50 (Table 4.71).
\
| .S
Table 4.70: Total Varianc Iame? e
Initial Eigenvalues tracw;m S of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulat / \{-Cumulatlve
Component %
1 1.675 41.867 41 Q867 41.867
2 9 23.032
3 7 18.928 3 82
4 647 16.173 00
Extraction Method: Principal Component is
<2~'
Table 4.71: Loa’img atu \of Work Items
ltem ( *@tor Loading
JSE29 b 758
\ 483
667
.649

4559 Qm'umie'ar'gv),' Yg\

A was run to determiﬁb the factor structure of the four items related to

@ ication. Table 4.72 shows that the KMO was .596, which is above the suggested

Oue of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (X? (6) = 136.907, p <

0.05). These results show that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.
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Table 4.72: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square @i
df (') 6
Sig. .000

Table 4.73 shows that only one component with an eigen\w >1.0 emerged
from the EFA procedure. The eigenvalue was 1.602. The othce explained for

Communication construct was 40.042%. The loadin ac ite@?avithin the
@

acceptable value of >0.50 (Table 4.74). I C}Y'
Table 4.73: Total Variance lainegh T
Y
Initial Eigenvalues s of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulati % 0? Cumulative
Component ° arian %

1 1.602 40.042 6&042 40.042
2 941 23.535
3 .842 21.053

4 .615 15.369

Extraction Method: Principal Compo

", Factor Loading

d ‘Dl"' U 604

N é—’ 718

L 414
J

) 742

(
Extraction Met@j ciTI Compenent Ahatysis

<b' N
4.6 3 y of Exp ra!Sry chtor Analysis

&

Table 4.75: Suﬁumary of Exploratory Factor Analysis

>

Variable Number of Deleted Final Item
0 Original Item

Charismatic Leadership 19 - 19
Transformational Leadership 12 - 12
Autocratic Leadership 9 1 8
Organizational Commitment 18 4 14
Job Satisfaction 36 - 36




4,7 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

CFA was conducted to further confirm the causal relationships betw
observed variables (items) and the latent variables. This subsection presents iled
discussion of how the items are linked to their underlying latent conszging CFA
techniques. The five latent constructs in this study were placed at one leyel and analyzed
simultaneously to determine the extent to which the model fits hw If the goodness
of fit is adequate and fulfils the discriminant validity re Yr: he analysis can
proceed to the next stage (structural model) to test the h eses \d‘

I fit) dem ra;egéd%:ate
ssed earlierere m\e/w)(z [df =

i QTat mode@’goodness of
fit. After assessing the fitness of the n@nt model; val@‘and reliability of

As shown in Table 4.76, the assessment of fit

model fit as the requirements of certain fit indi

# S
Table 4.76: F'\ ndex far theﬁegsu\wﬁﬁnt Model
Name of Category Nam ex Index Value

o
Absolute fit MSEA ' %‘ 0.08
Incremental fit CFI | 0.89
Parsimonious fit Relative x3 IN/ 2.80
\ a4
Table 4 \0x 0 'L@oilit and AVE for All Constructs
Frogothposits Rjdity G0

oy 4

Constrt\ ' 5 e?I e Factor AVE CR

F Loading (>0.5) (>0.6)

Commitm IAf ti \k_/ 0.186 0.52 0.87
Q’ Cantin an%\ 0.663
’ Qhativ§~ 0.625

Transfermational Idealiz 0.749 0.55 0.83
Inspitational 0.739
\ Intellectual 0.862
Individualized 0.605

matic Vision 0.686 0.65 0.92
Personal 0.864
Environment 0.782
Member 0.775
Behavior 0.877




Table 4.77, continued

Construct Item Factor AVE
Loading (>0.5) >
Autocratic Decisions 0.810 0.77 9
Performance 0.938 (1
Job satisfaction Pay 0.730 0.53 .85
Promotion 0.726
Supervision 0.628
Benefit 0.774 Y"
Reward 0.803
Condition 0.744 \/
Co-workers
Work

Communicate

0.698
0.712
0.650 !

Table 4.77 shows the Average Variance Ext

Reliability (CR) values for all constructs. The

A

In the last steps of the mi%%at npd%&
q
e

which means that all constructs met the require
the CR values for all constructs range

had good reliability.

re that

ted (AVE) an

e
| &
ranged,b we O.SZ‘?d 0.77,
N
\ef"gentvali ity~In addition,

cating,{h t all constructs

O
A

A
sIver‘C}he discriminant validity

ere Q dundant. The discriminant

of the constructs was estimate(\

=~
validity for a construct is achigved if the corrélatio ween the independent variables
does not exceed 0.85 (Fora& ba& 1?' ng, 2015). A discriminant validity

index summary fﬂl\\mwtr@built @sure that they were discriminant from
Ave b,
each other. T% values (i bf,d) é.%'/shown in the discriminant validity index

: Table 4.78: Qﬁ minant Validity Index Summary
ariable CL N TL AL JS 0oC

I rYE——

L 0.510
L 0.404** 0.860
AL 0.093* 0.264** 0.640
IS 0.425%* 0.840** 0.324** 0.874
oC 0.424** 0.820** 0.291** 0.844** 0.880

Notes: CL= Charismatic Leadership; TL = Transformational Leadership; AL = Autocratic
Leadership; JS = Job Satisfaction, OC = Organizational Commitment. **= p<0.05,
*#*=p<(.001



Overall, the discussion in this section provides evidence to support the validity

and reliability of the measurement model. The final measurement model had a

and satisfied the requirements of several fit indices. Therefore, it is now @ne to

test the hypotheses of this study. A

4.8 Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlation between_Variables

r;tior' of the research

variables. The mean scores ranged from 3.4356 to 3.7960mhile t ereviaﬁon
o
high

from 0.39914 to 0.50588. The mean scores show that dership st vﬂe@
level (see Table 4.80) (Pallant, 2020). The n % e va@'les were
positive, ranging from 0.264 to 0.939. \, 0\ g

Table 4.79: DescriptivNRs and Corgelation @trix

-
Variable Mean Standard L T )AK\ JS ocC
Deviatio P

CL 3.6327 0.399 3

)
TL 37960  0.45941%, 0.404 : <,8~'
AL 3.6369 o.sogh\ 0.093% 0T 64+
JS 3.6805 T .fzs** .840i"$0.324**
8

Table 4.79 shows the mean, standard deviation, an

0. 0
oC 3.4356 0.43682  0.424**5 (0.820&* 0.291** (0.939**
Note: CL = Charismati hip; é,'= T ?forMonal Leadership; AL = Autocratic
Leadership; JS = Job Satéc ion; OG.="Orgatliza oéa:ommitment; * = p<0.05; ** = p<0.01

E\g ) o :

n Sclre - (_/ Level
01 — 1/68 ’ NS Low
1.69 # .”;6 f ) % Moderate

A" High
Source: Pallant (2020)
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4.9 Hypotheses Testing

4.9.1 Hypotheses 1-3 T

Table 4.81: Multiple Regression Results \C!)
Dependant Variable Job Satisfaction —}
(t value) p)
Charismatic Leadership 4.275 104%**
Transformational Leadership 30.601 1769%**
Autocratic Leadership 4.832 NO 112%**

Note: p = Standardized Coefficients Beta Value; *** =p < 0.001 T

Table 4.81 shows that charismatic leadership

transformational leadership (6 = 0.769, t = 30.601 allcl-é%?ership
(f = 0.112, t = 4.832, p < 0.001) were posiwy'and ignificantly @l};d to job
satisfaction. Therefore, hypotheses 1-3 w; M ati%g nsformational,
and autocratic leadership styles were twiv V\@ob satisfaction.

4.9.2 Hypotheses 4-6 \

blewd.82: Multiple Regre
. L 3 ‘S\. .
Dependant Variable @ P (}.g@ﬁtmnal Commitment
Waﬂe‘ ( ®)

Charismatic Leader: N ' 4318 g 0.172%*
Transformational ship 8.01 2% 0.753%%%
Autocratic Leadefshi NIl 0.082%%*

Note: p = Stan@s l'eﬁk(:o fhidic gta Vg +++ = p < 0,001

Table4.82 show ?sitiv d significant effects of charismatic leadership (5

= OA: 4.318, p < 0.001)\@‘{sformational leadership (5 = 0.753, t = 28.012; p <

nd autocratic leadership (# = 0.082, t = 3.314, p < 0.001) on organizational

itment.  Therefore, hypotheses 4-6 were supported. Charismatic,
ansformational, and autocratic leadership styles were positively associated with

organizational commitment.
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4.9.3 Hypothesis 7

Table 4.83: Linear Regression Results . S
Dependant Variable Organizational Co:u%

(t value) ®
Job Satisfaction 64.085 0.939
Note: p = Standardized Coefficients Beta Value; *** =p < 0.001 ‘

Table 4.83 shows that the effect of job satisfaction on orgarWal commitment

was positive and significant, f = 0.939, t = 64.085, p < 0. ref(ire, hypothesis 7

was supported. Job satisfaction was positively asseciated jwith, opganizational

commitment. é ' .\c}
’ \/Y'

4.9.4 Hypothesis 8: Job Satisfaction MediateStbet \arisn%‘gvl_eadership

and Organizational Commit

Table 4.82 shows that char@c lea i %d '@sitive and significant
N,

relationship with organization%utmeﬁt. Thi atisffé@the first requirement of
&

Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation T is“procedifre* Charismatic leadership was

also positively associa%%’ b satisfacti

ally @_gthird requirement was also satisfied

step of Baron and Kenny’s proi

because of the,positive a ant (_%Jionship between job satisfaction and

i
¢
organizationa%mit nt. C seﬁuecﬁla job satisfaction could potentially mediate
%'. SR .
between,eh atic Lea er }) and@anlzatlonal commitment (Baron & Kenny, 1986;
Maw, airchild & Fritz, Y
N
E\v additional analysis was conducted to determine whether the mediation effect
ofYeb satisfaction between charismatic leadership and organizational commitment was

QI or partial. Table 4.84 shows that the relationship between charismatic leadership

and organizational commitment was positive but not significant (aR? for Model 2 =
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0.001, p > 0.05) when the mediator (job satisfaction) was controlled. This means that
job satisfaction fully mediated between charismatic leadership and organi?ﬂul

commitment. This satisfies step 4 of Baron and Kenny’s procedure. q

Table 4.84: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results

Predictor Organizational Commitment
B) Adjust R? NA

Model 1

Job satisfaction 0.939 0.88 '

Model 2
Job satisfaction, 0.926
Charismatic leadership 0.030

Note: B = Standardized Coefficients Beta Value; Adjust Ré=

Change Yv

4.9.5 Hypothesis 9: Job Satisfactimiat w\be en Zj;ransformational

Leadership and Organizati m nw? A
A
Table 4.82 shows that trans nf* %ip ha@positive and significant
“« Q-
relationship with organization& itment. ionz@&(ransformational leadership
N
was significantly ass 'atWh jo’ sa a'ct@ob satisfaction was likewise
positively and significantly}socia@ i oﬁ&(j;ational commitment. These results
satisfy the requ@ Of@'} of¢Baron and Kenny’s mediation analysis

N
procedure. @ e, [job tl;\'acthg'/ could potentially mediate between

transform&ieader ip and’organiZational commitment (Baron & Kenny, 1986;
4
Macki %

airchild & rit{ 2%%'

C.)
\An additional analysis v@' conducted to determine whether the mediation effect

%satisfaction between charismatic leadership and organizational commitment was

0\ or partial. Table 4.85 shows that the relationship between transformational

leadership and organizational commitment was positive and significant (aR? for Model



2 =0.003, p < 0.001) when the mediator (job satisfaction) was controlled. This means
that job satisfaction partially mediated relationship between transformational Ieaw

and organizational commitment. This satisfies step 4 of Baron and Kenny’%\iure.

Table 4.85: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results

Predictor Organizational Commitment
® Adjust R* % AR

Model 1

Job satisfaction 0.939 .8 '
Model 2

Job satisfaction, 0.850 l o Y_

Transformational leadership 0.105 0.88
Note: B = Standardized Coefficients Beta Value; Adjust Ré= Adjust}( Square;

Change
4.9.6 Hypothesis 10: Job Satisfact@es °§ve Au&:)c{agic Leadership
and Organizational Commitmen A
%% SN /ST
Table 4.82 shows that autoeratic leadershipi'had :L;)osmve and significant

“« Q-
relationship with organizatioM mitwtior@y autocratic leadership was
\
significantly associate ith%b satisf'ctio J?b @action was likewise positively
0

and significantly associatedgwith e@ rﬁ(é}mmitment. These results satisfy the

requirements of &5\—3 @\ an nny’s mediation analysis procedure.
N
Therefore, jol%\hcti coul oﬁ'ntiﬂlg'/mediate between autocratic leadership and

organizat'&umm}t ;98 onéééenny, 1986; Mackinoon, Fairchild & Fritz,
2007). 4(/ £ ¥
S
\Qn additional analysis v% conducted to determine whether the mediation effect

0%satisfaction between charismatic leadership and organizational commitment was

| or partial. Table 4.86 shows that the relationship between autocratic leadership and

organizational commitment was positive but not significant (AR? for Model 2 = 0.000,
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p > 0.05) when the mediator (job satisfaction) was controlled. This means that job
satisfaction fully mediated between autocratic leadership and organi?ﬂ!l

commitment. This satisfies step 4 of Baron and Kenny’s procedure. %\

Table 4.86: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results

Predictor Organizational Commitment

(D) Adj% A R?
Model 1
Job satisfaction 0.939 .8 '
Model 2
Job satisfaction, 0.944 . Y'

Autocratic leadership -0.015 0.88 0.02?)\
|
Note: B = Standardized Coefficients Beta Value; Adjust R4= Adjust‘x Square; A Rﬁ-ﬁ Square
Change T \ N
4.9.7 Additional Test to Confirm Me@ “\ & E

A

variables. Figure 4.4 shows thsé st jp |gn|q anc mediation. The results
showed that the indirect e& fromAjatic @rship to organizational
commitment and fro ach Ie*ers lto @nizational commitment were
significant. Therefore,r;o%isfa% |at€g)me relationship between charismatic

leadership and or@nal (!mm' ent, aéQ Il as between autocratic leadership and
A

The Sobel test (1982) was uEemst e tr? nd&grror of the latent

/§

organizationalfCommitment.s ',' "SJ

Y

N

ok
KN S
D
O

100



Calculate!

Sobel test statistic: 6.30062211
One-tailed probability: 0.0
Two-tailed probability: 0.0

Vacible 8 B Yaiable &
e ,;e,n fSE,,‘;"‘ Lﬁ""*‘ I'SEBJ
nv::auo ﬁ variable | variablo | ‘I variablo | T

Sobel test statistic: 5.41453955
One-tailed probability: 0.00000003
Two-tailed probability: 0.00000006

_l
Figure 4.4: Sobel Test Calculator for Slgn@ ew'

4.10 Summary of Findings

Table 4.87: Su

No. Hypothes
H1 Charismatic leadership is posmvely S

satisfaction \ab ‘SE ositive and significant)
H2  Transformational leadership is y related T ¢KSupported

satisfaction A C‘}(Posmve and significant)
H3  Autocratic leadership is pos atedﬁ) job tlafacti% Supported

4() (Positive and significant)

H4  Charismatic leadershlp 081 ly 1 rgamz@nal Supported

commitment (Positive and significant)
H5 Transformational 1 dersh positi ely r atéd Supported

organizational com (Positive and significant)
H6 Autocratic leade sh1p i 0s1 edt oéﬁzatlonal Supported

comrmtment (Positive and significant)
H7 Job satlsfact os1t1V rela too K ational Supported

commitm (Positive and significant)
H8 Job satls ct ediate the s tween Supported

charis le ership a anizational commitment (full mediation)
H9 Jobs n mediate the relati é’?p between Supported

trapSfa ional Jé and Fanlzatlonal commitment  (partial mediation)
H10 Jeb satisfaction me tet e rel sh1p between autocratic ~ Supported

legers ip and organlzatlonql_:omnmltment (full mediation)

\

N
N
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4,11 Final Research Model

Charismatic
Leadership

Organizational
Commitment

Job
Satisfaction

Transformational
Leadership

Autocratic
Leadership

Figure 4.5:@earch O‘*

IS
4,12 Chapter Summary 0 C‘}

q
This chapter has prese res%}ta aﬁfgs in detail. All proposed
N _ .
hypotheses were supp rtevhe r'sear |at .‘%eadershlp styles (charismatic,
transformational,autocratic:,igni icafithy.d IuBanyIjob satisfaction and organizational

O

commitment. Jog@ction lNas 0 si@amly associated with organizational
A

commitment. Jn addition job sati igltiqlgvés found to mediate between charismatic,

'

diix%findings rlér\c;g'

transform nd a ocraic ea Ip styles with commitment. The next chapter
t
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