CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS T
41 Introduction .i

This chapter describes the results of data ana glns with the
demographic profiles of the respondents. Following this, the chapter exhi |ts @;ﬂgésults of
assumption analysis and the analysis of explorat ctor ana Si e result of
hypothesis testing was also reported in this chapt

0\ S{'
S o
4.2 Data Screen \
C-; ~

The surveys were delivere naH 1 empjssyees in Yayasan Dakwah
Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM), P a bet nJ eqto 5&2019 In screening the data,
5 surveys showed mcomplete l Issin val herefore, all the 5 surveys were
deleted. After deleting th plete surveys lth@omplete and usable surveys totaled

185. The following se |on w{ etail é‘éxplanatlon about the demographic of

respondents. &
<—} | } S
&ﬁc D tbyes on

h q stionnaire had Yved some demographic information from the
respo ts, such as gender, age}arltal status, academic qualifications, work experience
Table 4.1 shows the distribution of respondents based on gender. The total

Qr of respondents had been 185, whereby 42.7 percent (N=79) of them were male,
7.3 percent (N=106) were female.
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Table 4.1 also shows the distribution of respondents based on age. 40.0 percent
(N=74) of the respondents were age between 26 and 35 years old. 36.2 percen 7) of
the respondents were age between 36 and 45 years old. 13.0 percen h&f the
respondents were age between 46 and 55 years old. 9.2 percent (N=17) hspondents

were age between 20 and 25 years old. Nevertheless, only 1.6 percent (N=3) of the

NV

In addition, Table 4.1 summarizes the distribution of révents based on marital
status. 76.2 percent (N=141) of the respondents were singlea21 pe'cent (N=39) of the
respondents were married. 2.7 percent (N=5) of the res ents rWe.

L

respondents were age between 56 and 59 years old.

Furthermore, Table 4.1 shows the distributioniofsespondent: askd_\@academic
qualification status. 34.6 percent (N=64) of the respOndents have |OQ¥"’33.0 percent

§59;. of the ¥espondents have

ster, 0%6 percent (N=1) of

(N=61) of the respondents have Degree. 27.0 percent

SPM/Certificate. 4.9 percent (N=9) of the e%ﬂent
the respondents have PhD. \
. \(;

AN
Moreover, Table 4.1 summ he f:iespondents based on work
? 0

experience. Out of 185 responde percent (N=62) éé;aem had 5 to 10 years work

experience. 24.3 percent (N=45) h Otﬁ S wot@xperience. 22.7 percent (N=42)

had below 5 years workrexperience. 19.5 rpe@:%) had 15 to 20 years work
experience. ' &
Finally, Tabl@lai J the pondé@xs’ salary distribution. 50.3 percent (N=93)

N
of the respondentc’wala helo MB@&)]JSS.4 percent (N=71) of the respondents gain

salary betwee
N
gain salary agbove'RM5Q0 é\
. 3
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Table 4.1: Respondents Demographic

Characteristic

Frequency (N)

Percentage

Gender
Male 79
Female 106
Age
20 — 25 years 17
26 — 35 years 74
36 — 45 years 67
46 — 55 years 24
56 — 59 years 3
Marital Status
Single 39 ,
Married 141 76&-
Divorced 5 Y' VA 4
Academic Qualification V v\ g y
SPM 27.0
Diploma \9) 6 34.6
Degree 61 \T A 32.0
Master c) 9 >y \& 4.9
PhD 10 S0 KO 5
Experience on working N
Below 5 years Yv , 42 ‘é\ 22.7
510 years ( : 62? S 335
10 — 15 years 4 '3 24.3
15— 20 years ,"\_| ,\\ 36 g 19.5
Salary & .
Below RM \il 9'330 50.3
RM3000 — RM5000 s (J‘ﬂ 38.4
RM50C V) RN 11.4
b4
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4.4 Analysis of the assumptions

4.4.1 Normality test \i

To satisfy the assumption of normality of the data, the test of !og%?ity namely
kurtosis and skewness were performed. Skewness and Kurtosis is used to*know whether
the result is normally distributed or not. Skewness is a measure OWmetry, or more

precisely, the lack of symmetry of the normal distribution. Kurt s a measure of the

gestedd{?ne (1998) is

characterized as having a skewness of less than 3 and a kurtosis less 10. The focus

N

here is on kurtosis value because multivariate k s could rigo SI!/ iéact on the
it h

16

peakedness of a distribution (Mishra & Colleagues, 2019).

The rule of thumb for the normality test

variance and covariance’s test (Byrne, 2010). oticed that when the

standardized Kkurtosis index value is 3, thxthe) atagCco red nowmnally distributed
t

(Bryne, 2010). Table 4.2 shows the test \nc? y te data €ellected. It shows that
thin

the skewness and kurtosis values are wi

%5

ormality assumptions.
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Table 4.2: Normality Assessment

Variable min max skew c.r.  kurtosis :
S5.1 JS 1.000 7.000 -1.006 -5.584 1992 %é
S5.2_JS 1.000 7.000 -1.263 -7.012 2.43? 47
S5.4 JS 1.000 7.000 -1.143 -6.347 25 7.185
S2.10_SAL 1.000 5.000 -.499 -2.770 . 907
S2.2_ SAL 1.000 5.000 -933 -5181 1.2? 3.475
S2.3 SAL 1.000 5.000 -511 -2.840 \qlm -.290
S2.4 SAL 1.000 5.000 -.377 Yv.oss -.148
S5.9 JS 1.000 7.000 -1.141 925  2.569
S5.8 JS 1.000 7.000 -1.217 1927 _45.349
S2.9 SAL 1.000 5.000 -531 -2. .R&da.
impact 1.667 5.000 -.205 41 -252 | ég
Autonomy 1.667 5.000  -.217"-1.208 304 " 899
Competence 2.000 5.000 - -1.%0’\ 15\, -.041
Meaning 1.000 5.000 -1.1§ -6 3.9547~10.977
$6.5_TD 2.000 5.000 \9 - -1.461
S6.4_TD 2.000 5. 003317 041 -113
$6.3_TD 1.000 5.00 -.2& ] 170 471
$6.2_TD 1.000 @% y 4 ,Q\ 502 1.395
S6.1_ TD 1.000 %o 0-%}. 4.40@ 1.260  3.498
TaskSignificance | 1.80 .000 . -.40 “-2.@' 1.204  3.343
Taskldentity 1.000%,.57000 .2 2054  1.033  2.867
SkillVariety 2%- 5.030 79 é’rloe 744 2.065
S5.6_JS 7.000 )-852)-4.729 1181 3278
$5.7_JS Il1:&30 7.0@@] 4884, -4908 1501  4.418
idealised A\ 1.00 200 %54 302 -267  -.740
Inspiration & . 00 <4032 -177 -.317 -.881
intellectuaf, | 1.0 :\;.po (57090 498  -021  -058
IndividuL’ ) 2 -251  -1.393 614 1.703
S2.5 4 1.000 5@&# -543  -3.016 374 1.039
S2 b 4 0 0 -334 -1.854 -406  -1.126
SA7 1. oo\/‘ﬁooo 492 -2.729 530 1472
‘AMOV 3.0@6:) 5.000 -.351 -1.952 -686  -1.905
3_MOV 2.000 5000 -678 -3.766 366 1.017
4 MOV 2.000 5000 -.407 -2.260 -293  -813
S1.5_ MOV 3.000 5.000 -.297 -1.647 -801  -2.224
S1.6_MOV 3.000 5.000 -.384 -2.133 -718  -1.995
Multivariate 191.048 24.839
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442 Outliers

Byrne (2010) defined outliers as any observation that is numerica@nt in

comparison with the overall dataset. Schumacher and Lomax (1996) stated% tliers can
affect the parameter estimates. Table 4.3 shows 4 cases (where s Mahalanobis
distance values exceed the critical chi-square value (refer to Appe , which in this

case considered outliers. \,

Observation number
44
16
166
52
Ly
LNy
Minimum é&d Deviation N
Cook’s 000 S 013 185
Distance i
% nearity Statistics
Model VIF
(Constant) & 2.502
ENRICHMENT (\ 1.626
TLEADERS I 1.843
‘ — —
EMPOWE ‘' u7s 2.274
TDEV ENT 1.487
SAL 2.502

S
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Before taking any decision in deleting, the researcher looked into the Cook’s
Distance value in identifying cases (Pallant, 2011), whether those cases any
unjustified influence on the results. The cases with Cook’s Distance valu than 1,
will be regarded as a potential problem (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Th: h of Cook’s
Distance (Table 4.3) shows its maximum value is 0.96 (less than 1), Therefore, the four
cases were retained because there are no major problems (Pallant 2?8-

4.43 Multicollinearity ¢ '
Multicollinearity, or near-linear dependence, is.a sta sticll M&]o@m which

two or more predictors variables in a multiple re%model ar gI!Iy-bo related. If
there is no linear relationship between predicto iables; h€ aid {Q,%'e orthogonal
(Daoud, 2017). If this happens, the stan drY(:b oefficieqts will increase
(McClendon & McKee, 2002). Increas caya der

ans that the coefficients for
some or all independent variables may be Tound ifi different from 0. In
Il n%ﬁity makes some variables

statistically insignificant whe should “si ant. The assessment of

%

other words, by overinflating the st erro e

is referred to the notion t ho&much vari bi}it@f\}predictorvariable IS not explained
by other predicted variables. T, Iera\ S c‘r&il.d not less than 0.10 in order to avoid
an indication of multi Narity.lT € Iysis,@sult (Table 4.3) showed that the tolerance

value for all indep!@l ariﬂbyﬁ ed be'éééen 0.400 to 0.673 which more than 0.10.
@

this gives eviden%t thjssu ion c{irﬂﬂticollinearity is not violated. Also, the result
t

of VIF show &Fﬂwe 9{ e@s 2.502, which is below
u:ﬁw

es
vides ady'tig';l .e\v;\d'ence that the assumption of multicollinearity is not

multicollinearity is based on tolera ar;i fance Inflatfon Factor (VIF) where tolerance
cel
h

10. Ther
violated. orrelations are preseAted in Table 4.4 and the results indicated that there are
positi tionships among variables. The correlation values fallen between 0.50 to

i 0, due to most of correlation values are less than .85, it can be concluded that there

is nomulticollinearity issues amongst them (Pallant, 2005).
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Table 4.4: Correlation Matrix

MEAN | SD | SAL | JSEC JE TL TD J\g?' MOT

SAL 3.77 | .568 - (L)
JSEC 501 | 1.02 | .282 - ‘*

JE 3.73 | 497 | .496 359 -

TL 246 | 553 | 511 451 | 672 - T

TD 3.74 | 620 | 512 409 | 798 | . \"
EMP 3.84 | 499 | .388 282 | 614 .igs -
MOT 421 | 487 | .489 050 | .

.74'\% 499 -

Note: SAL = Salary; JSEC = Job Security; JE = J
Leadership; TD = Training and Development; EM

SD = Standard Deviation

4.4.4 Testof Linearity and Homosc @h

The linearity exhibits the de
with the independent variable.

variable exhibit equal level

Examination of the scatte

points are randomly and eve

which the assumpti&

indicated that lin Mnd 0mos
normal p-plot egas i
in the cente%%hemp in '

AN
S
N

norm

€
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eﬁs}ent variable that associated

oss thesxange of independent variables.

j%itie?e@ assumption that dependent
a %

e
1p- ot bf-:@ression standardized residual shows
g '3 o L
rou t the plot indicative of a situation in
icity@ been met. Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2

OO\ .
ve been achieved, where the scatterplot and
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Figure 4.2: Normality of Standardized Residuals and Homoscedasticity
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4.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis \.i

Factor analysis was used to reduce the total number of items to a gﬂa number of
underlying factors. In this study, the Principal Component Analysis was tsed to extract
factors. Varimax rotation was used to facilitate the interpretation of Rf?ctor matrix. The
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity and the Kaiser Mayer Olkin measurMampling were used
to valid the used of factor analysis. The Cronbach Alp \Rﬂsed to determine the
reliability (internal consistency of the items in the scale scale. Rk‘:;?l of reliability

Xce
!

was based on the argument by George and Mallory (2003) = >3 .E%,Good,
>.7 = Acceptable; >.6 = Questionable; <.5 = Unaccep A _\C}
¥ b4

451 EFA for Salary c}/ K
.

Exploratory Factor Analysis wa to determine th@ctor structure among

10 items related to Salary. Table 4€§ows t'nat_\ﬂntg?(a e@(leyer-Olkin measure of
sampling adequacy was .856, which veguggest X Va@f .6, and the Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant (X §: 511. <0ﬁ4). These results show that the

data of this study is approprial’?v-iacto’anal is. $'

|

Table 4.5: Kaiser- iQ'e}nd Bartlett’s Test
A\ l‘\\ \(-/
Kaiser-Meyer-OIkinﬂeas eof § gA acy .856
A
Y
\ | A |C|Elgs,quare 511.278
Bartlett’s Test ricit 28
Qs i l ; RS
ig. .000
» :D'J g ‘2-
N

A
e results of EFA on all 10 items extracted two factors with eigenvalues greater
tha%/o items have been deleted due to cross loading (S2.1, S2.8). After deleting the

twodNitems, the results in Table 4.6 show that there is one component emerged from EFA
dure based on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenvalue is 3.896. The

total variance explained for measuring salary construct is 48.694%.
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Table 4.6: Total Variance Explained for Salary

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squa adings
Component % of _ % of umulative
Total ) Cumulative % Total )
Variance Vam& %
1 3.896 48.594 48.694 3.896 ?ﬂé 48.694
2 .956 11.950 60.644 \,
3 773 9.666 70.310
4 .669 8.369 78.679 l
5 549 | 6.868 85.547 ‘\d
6 454 5.670 91.217 ' ’C\Y'
1
7 382 | 4773 95.990 =
8 321 4.010 100.000 d \/‘r
Sl M - NP
Table 4.7 shows the communaliti€s, value far item ated to Salary.

Communalities are estimates of the &9 in eac

components. Small values (<0.3) indi

The loading value for each ite meet.the

ept

iabl
i ngwith the factor solution.

counted for by all

value, which is

te varfab 0 n\x
In the current study, all the items %ﬁn& i Iué%bove 0.3 (see Table 4.7).
%o

>0.50 (see Table 4.8).

AN

>

Table 4@5majjy }d ik}s related to Salary
-—— (49

Communalities

J ) (‘.év
e

496

2 :l 2
\sz). SA 584

K7 §N’ )&
4_ 634
S2.5 SAL X 461

. é NV

S2.6 SAL N 449
S2.7_SAL 510
S2.9 SAL 446
\J $2.10_SAL 315

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table 4.8: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with VanK otation
for 8 items Related to Salary

Items Loading Valtie

S2.4

S2.3

S2.7

S2.2

S2.5

S2.6

Extraction Method: Principal Component@a:ﬁZ .
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser N

S2.9
\\ 564
S2.10 ] z Q“ . g\
§i§ &
@)

452 EFA for Transformation

ership “ Qo
&)
45.2.1 ldealised Influence \ ‘Aj‘%;\

Exploratory Fact is was appli (3. fo d@mine the factor structure among 6
items related to Idealised Influenc ‘I‘a& 9 sh@ﬁ that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure
of sampling adequaq&as .83 l)vhi is abq@uggested value of .6. The Bartlett’s test

of sphericity was alsosignificant 91) 5)6.9‘3.562 p <0.001). These results show that the
data of this st@&prop/at onfactor analysis.
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Table 4.9: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .82: i

Approx. Chi Square
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df 0

Sig. ono

eigenvalues greater

The results of EFA on all 6 items extracted two facto

than 1. One item (S3.2) has been deleted due to cross loadi er d'zleting one item the

results in Table 4.10 show there is one component emer rom EF dure based on

e
the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenwalue is 2,903. hf tQ%B:/ariance
S

explained for measuring idealized influence constructy 58.07‘90/ | e

\lk*sd Infl %

Table 4.10: Total VVariance Explained for

Initial Eigenvalue\o) n %515 of Squared Loadings
Component % of _ b, % of Cumulative
Total ) ! .
Variance Variance %
2.903 58.070 . . 58.070 58.070

gaa A~ W DN -
> o
oo O1
2 o
~Ng ©
> W

SR
Table WS t)l co nalities value for 6 items related to Idealised Influence.
Commun we estim of tlt% ariance in each variable accounted for by all
compon&‘mall values (<O.3®fcate variables do not fit well with the factor solution.
In th t study, all the items have communalities values above 0.3 (see Table 4.11).
%g value for each item also meet the acceptable value, which is

>0.50%see Table 4.12).
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Table 4.11: Communalities of 5 items related to Idealised Influence

Items Communalities g
S3.1_IDEA 4
S3.3_IDEA .660 ‘
S3.4_IDEA 6
S3.5_IDEA 592
S3.6_IDEA

O_ 4
Table 4.12: Factor Loading Based Principal Component wit

ma&&otaﬂon

for 5 items Related to Idealis luenc '
]
en

ltems T ‘Q
S3.3 N % % .8@
S3.4 \CD : Ass
S3.6 ‘\\? F _\‘.ﬁl
S35 G) aﬁ J :& 769
S3.1 o \Q}' 660
Extraction Method: Principal alysis. "
Rotation Method Varlmq aiser Jorm lzat@
O
O
N\ S
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4.5.2.2 Inspirational Motivation

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor structu ng 7
items related to Inspirational Motivation. Table 4.13 shows that the Kaisér- er-Olkin
measure of sampling adequacy was .799, which is above suggeste lue”of .6. The
Bartlett’s test of sphericity also was significant (X2 (91) = 328.056, p 1). These results

NV

Table 4.13: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and B rtleYlbst

show that the data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis.

]
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 799

Approx. Chi Square

" NI

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df é , q) '1&"’3
- } v

519 N ;\6/66

The results of EFA on all 7 ite\&ated tw
eto

than 1. Two items have been deleted 0 h@x (33,7, 53.8). After deleting the
two items, the results in Table 4.1 at t)%y c@onent emerged from EFA

0

4
procedure based on the compute%nval:ﬁh‘én @T he eigenvalue is 2.921. The

total variance explained for mw in’ ational mativation construct is 58.414%.
g3
"E

Table 4.14, TotalWari alneavr Inspirational Motivation
)

5 Ny
%Ei hvalugs 5 Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

e 2
Component % ofs N % of Cumulative
| cu Total _
V Variance %

2.921 58.414 58.414
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Table 4.15 shows the communalities value for 5 items related to Inspirational
Motivation. Communalities are estimates of the variance in each variable acco or by
all components. Small values (<0.3) indicate variables do not fit well gwi e factor
solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values ab b

4.15). The loading value for each item also meet the acceptable \que, ich is

>0.50 (see Table 4.16).
'\{Motivation

(see Table

Table 4.15: Communalities of 5 items related to Inspi

[ ]

Items munalities
S3.9 INSP :

- Ay
S3.10_INSP ’ 54 _to
S3.11 INSP -‘1' 4746 N

B \ \
S3.12_INSP N

!

S3.13_INSP

S =
Extraction Method: Principal Component Iysis\T

A,
&
Table 4.16: Factor Loading Bas pal 8omp ent ysis with Varimax Rotation
for 5 items tedr tiona@llotivation

O Component

S
L

Items %—J—D] zl
3.1 ! b 863

y
831&\ !\ % 816
Ny ‘f}" '

SR -

Q& Y |
. | LN
397 TJJ-' -~ 638

Extraction Method: Principal Coqig@hent Analysis.

Rotaﬁ'N@thod: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

S
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45.2.3 Intellectual Stimulation

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor strugtured@among 5
items related to Intellectual Stimulation. Table 4.17 shows that the Kai% er-Olkin

ue of .6. The
Bartlett’s test of sphericity also was significant (X? (91) = 315.576 p ?ﬁi) These results
show that the data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis. \,

letg IlI est

measure of sampling adequacy was .697, which is above suggest

Table 4.17: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and B

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi Squar
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df é

Sig.
X .
The results in Table 4.18 showx eiso
procedure based on the computed elg nvaluergr
2.687. The total variance explaine ea s
53.745%. Q/
E Aj Ky
\
Table 4.18: Total R;iance xpl%epl @ellectual Stimulation

0 por@&emerged from EFA
0 _'Q] eigenvalues ranged is

int IIe&)@ stimulation construct is

=

Initial Ei envau&'ol . 45.; Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Component \ % of Cumulative
_ Total )
Variance %
2.687 53.745 53.745




Table 4.19 shows the communalities value for 5 items related to Intellectual Stimulation.

Communalities are estimates of the variance in each variable accounted y all

components. Small values (<0.3) indicate that variables do not fit well m‘actor

solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values aﬁ%ﬁ% (see Table
is >

4.19). The loading value for each item meet the acceptable value, whi .50 (See Table

4.20).
N\

Table 4.19: Communalities of 5 items related to Intel Stimulation

Items

S3.14_INTL

' *X
53.15_INTL é [T S
S3.16 INTL ‘6
R s \,‘T

S3.18_INTL

.
S3.17 INTL E N 58N
— bl
Cﬁ" . 35

Extraction Method: Principal ComponeMﬂsis @)

\ Y
Table 4.20: Factor Loading Based n:ciail %O%SAn is with Varimax Rotation
for 4 item ed t(&tellﬁué‘l Stipulation
\ N

ltems Y 3' < Component
N
>

S3.18 (ﬁ i [‘.Q’ 832
() 804

ST A—
S N io 763

S 3

I ¢ l)"l C.g"' 652
1))

£

e 584
’ N

Extraction  Prific (I)mp@nt Analysis.

Rotatiomb&lod: Varimax with er Normalization.
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45.2.4 Individualized Consideration

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor strugtur ong 3
items related to Individualized Consideration. Table 4.21 shows that th \r Meyer-
Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .621, which is above sugge lue of .6. The
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was also significant (X? (91) = 68.107, p ?ﬁi) These results

show that the data of this study is appropriate for factor analy5|

Table 4.21: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and B 1et% Fest

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi Square

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df

T

NV Q\‘

The results in Table 4.22 shoxﬁ&) IS onej on@emerged from EFA
procedure based on the computed eigénvalue gr \H.Q% 1 ‘ﬁhe eigenvalues ranged is
1.720. The total variance explalned asw%&% uaﬂ%ted consideration construct
is 57.343%.

e

Table 4.22: To ce E !Ialn Jﬁ)r ividualized Consideration

(_, Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

INKaI |ger [

Component % of % of Cumulative
mu}_a,g@é

ariante % Tota Variance %
1 57’34 91"3,43 1.720 57.343  [57.343
2 ) of 781911
3 543 18.089 100.000
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Table 4.23 shows the communalities value for 3 items related to Individualized
Consideration. Communalities are estimates of the variance in each variable ac d for
by all components. Small values (<0.3) indicate that variables do not fit we w&;actor
solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values above 03 (see Table
4.23). The loading value for each item meet the acceptable value, which'is
>0.50 (See Table 4.24). %.

Table 4.23: Communalities of 3 items related to Individ Consideration

Items

S3.19_INDV

$3.20_INDV é ’.6 NG
S3.21_INDV ? N

L2l >
Extraction Method: Principal Component Ar% Vs E\‘

Table 4.24: Factor Loading Based Principal"€o ne IyEi\sQith Varimax Rotation
for 3 items Rela divi& 0 s@eration
o ¥ d 0(.?

Items o y ;\(0 Component

\

$3.20 Y- ? ) 817
. N
S3.21 (ﬁ ‘_' NV 740

£
S3.1 N _\g’ 711

Extraction Method: &Qpal p tAn{.@sis.

Rotation Methoda}Max /\/l%?l Nttr.gqélization.

75



45.2 EFA for Transformational Leadership

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor struﬂ%mong
4 aspects (ldealised Influence, Inspirational Motivation, Intellect ulation,

Individualized Consideration) related to Transformational Leadership.-Me 4.25 shows
that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was Z76wwhich is above
suggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity w@nt (X% (91) =
374.469, p <0.001). These results show that the data of this studyyissappropriate for factor
analysis. wﬁa

Table 4.25: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and tt’i T.a?\d,

N [ £§~

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequa< , T 7767
) Vi

Approx. Chi Squ N 9’ 3%gu69

e \ &
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df V o\ 6
Sig. C) : ('%‘ .000
\ -~

\ Y
The results in Table 4.26 ‘sho hea J or@é}ﬁent emerged from EFA

reater ﬁla@. The eigenvalues ranged is
2.853. The total variance explai rrT rin sal@nstruct is 71.326%.

‘ : |
Table 4.26: Total Vafrian

p eo'.f T ransformational Leadership
¥)

procedure based on the comput enval

¢
.» l\ -~
itial Eigehvalu 5 Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Py
Component 9%yof, | % of Cumulative
To mulative % Total )
4 Varan S Variance %
1 8 o‘iwx 71.326 2.853 71.326 71.326
2 6 14.400 c§~85.726
3 .348 8.697 B 94.423
223 5.577 100.000
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Table 4.27 shows the communalities value for 4 aspects (ldealised Influence,
Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, Individualized Consideratio ed to
Transformational Leadership. Communalities are estimates of the variance4 ariable
accounted for by all components, and small values (<0.3) indicate variw‘éat do not fit
well with the factor solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values
above 0.3 (see Table 4.27). The loading value for each item meet &;ceptable value,
which is >0.50 (see Table 4.28).

Table 4.27: Communalities of 4 dimensions related to ;mat'onal Leadership

]
ltems Comruw
@

h v i
Idealised Influence ,.686 | ~N
£ AN
Inspirational Motivation 2 .76 X

Individualized Consideration ) ¥ 595 =
Z XD Y

Intellectual Stimulation 1 812~
L
Extraction Method: Principal Component*Analysis. O
N ,<\
Table 4.28: Factor Loading Baseg%gal Comp nent A@sis with Varimax Rotation
for 4 dimension$'Related tMm@ﬁﬁl Leadership
| RN
' ; 5 Component 1
Intellectual Stimulation F & 901

- Q)

Inspiratio@&ivatid.n 2 .é" 872
ised Influenc N 828
y :e\ | (O

o O J 771

Extraction inci .
Rotatiorm *Vari ith Kkisg? Normalization.



453 EFA for Job Enrichment

4.5.3.1 Task Significance

items related to Task Significance. Table 4.29 shows that, the Kaiser-M

of sampling adequacy was .773, which is above suggested value of .

X

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor i{&@e
eye

among 5

Ikin measure

and the Bartlett’s

test of sphericity was significant (X? (91) = 219.279, p <0.001). Twsults show that the

data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis.

\g

ett’s

Table 4.29: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin an
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequ

acy
Approx. Chi Squar 2

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Sig.

Df \ m\
c.}’ \
~ %qﬁ@%

The results in Table 4.30 s

~ ¢
an

[/]

merged from EFA

0The eigenvalues ranged is

procedure based on the computed_ei luefgreat
2.560. The total variance explai measu%zk siaffificance construct is 51.208%.

~
Table 4.3 I"'VVariance E I‘a|2 or Task Significance

#

78

')
@Eigepv é—f Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Y Zz
Component | ™o N % of Cumulative
Total o ulnutaéo/e % | Total _
arlance Variance %
- @
1 "51.20 .208 2.560 51.208 51.208
2 18794 | 770002
3 10871~ 80.873
4 9.856 90.729
0 9.271 100.000




Table 4.31 shows the communalities value for 5 items related to Task Significance.
Communalities are estimates of the variance in each variable accounted y all
components and small values (<0.3) indicate variables that do not fit wel e factor
solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values am%(see Table
4.31). The loading value for each item meet the acceptable value, which'is
>0.50 (see Table 4.32). %.

Table 4.31: Communalities of 5 items related to T

Items

S4.1_TS

S4.2_TS

S4.3 TS

S4.4 TS

S45 TS

Extraction Method: Principal Component

Component

.793

751

S, | ¢ ‘;l c.% 735
csas I )?'k\(_; 718

418 o f el 558

Extraction Method: Principal Co@gohent Analysis.

Rota:'&%ethod: Varimax with hiser Normalization.

S
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4.5.3.2 Task Identity

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor s
items related to Task Identity. Table 4.33 shows that the Kaiser-Meyer-
sampling adequacy was .680, which is above suggested value of .6, a

of sphericity was significant (X? (91) = 142.620, p <0.001). These

data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis.

Table 4.33: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and B

tru urgmong 3
inymeasure of

Bartlett’s test

?k show that the

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi Squar i
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df % , TR
| ~7 &
Sig. )
g ‘ \ &
The results in Table 4.34 show %e IS one merged from EFA

procedure based on the computed eigefnvalue g rﬂaw |genvalues ranged is
2.037. The total variance explalned uring tas |dentilty)\onstruct is 67.894%.

Table 4.34: arl ce a Task Identity
‘ tractlon Sums of Squared Loadings
&
Component _ i % of Cumulative
@ Total )
(\ Variance %
z
1 2. 2.037 67.894 67.894

6789’4 7o7esa

1 .94? %Q%’gm
J'1 ’ 4 7-100.000

3@‘?
\(‘jv‘

‘%b e 4.35 shows the communalities value for 3 items related to Task Identity.
alities are estimates of the variance in each variable accounted for by all

onents and small values (<0.3) indicate variables that do not fit well with the factor

solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values above 0.3 (see
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Table 4.35). The loading value for each item meet the acceptable value, which is >0.50

(see Table 4.36).

Table 4.35: Communalities of 3 items related to Task Ident(a)

NS

Communalities®

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

The results of EFA on all 3 items extracte

than 1. The eigenvalues and total variance explai

explained 67.894 of the vari

Items
S4.6_TI ?
S4.7_TI \3’
S4.8_TI .725l
{
\d

ctors g‘nyé‘nes greater

S is smwn in Table
on Task Identity

4.34. The results after Varimax rotation showed that the f trel
: _ ances. The Io@%#alu 3{ |te[11< eet the acceptable

value, which is >0.50.

O

\ K9
Table 4.36: Factor Loading Based Q@I % SAn&s with Varimax Rotation
for 3 \ e|WWli@:y

Items

S4.8

qu

3' \.é"’ Component
o

RN 81

\\" ;(:?' 844

ofm—

D

/

Rotation Met im

Extraction Meth th
ithiK iserJ&e‘l'mallzatlon.
A

RN
S
N

Co O‘aéntﬁyﬁlysm

9’
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4.5.3.3 SKkill Variety

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor str ur%mong 5
items related to Skill Variety. Table 4.34 shows that the Kaiser-Meyer-
sampling adequacy was .768, which is above suggested value of .6, axﬂk

of sphericity was significant (X? (91) = 235.732, p <0.001). These

data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis.

Table 4.37: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and B

i easure of
Bartlett’s test

?&s show that the

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi Square
Df 4

Sig.

N
-

The results in Table 4.38 show\% i
ue gré \Nhlﬁ

I
2.652. The total variance explaine&suﬂng ski

I'?( 'i@or Skill Variety

procedure based on the computed eigénv.

Table 4.38:

\}

€ IS on

arifc

{

por@ emerged from EFA

1 ’iﬁhe eigenvalues ranged is

qvarie@y}tonstruct is 53.039%.

RN

Component

R ] R .
Inlwvalus,s' ‘.A\Extractlon Sums of Squared Loadings

463
408

\%of | R % of Cumulative
A Cu uIatnLQo Total Vari o
rian ariance
N AN °

¥ s 53'039 2.652 53.039 53.039

53J039
;{;2 {$§575

395

57 91.839

100.000

Table 4.39 shows the communalities value for 5 items related to Skill Variety.

S.

Communalities are estimates of the variance in each variable accounted for by all
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components and small values (<0.3) indicate variables that do not fit well with the factor
solution. In the current study, all the items have communalities values above 0. able

4.39). N
S

Table 4.39: Communalities of 3 items related to Skill V.

Items

S4.9 SV

S4.10_SV

S4.11 SV

S4.12 SV

S4.13 SV

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analy

Table 4.40: Factor Loading Based Prin@nponent Iysi(@(ﬁh Varimax Rotation

for 5 item ated to \%ri 3{/(\
N

Items "“ u : Qq;:j Component
S4.10 .,# \A" 771
‘%’ 162
J 47
701
.653

Extractio

Rotation
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453 EFA for Job Enrichment

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor stru urgmong 3
aspects (Task Significance, Task Identity, Skill Variety) related to Job Erﬁajw nt. Table
s .856, which

is above suggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity wa§Significant (X? (91)
=259.364, p <0.001). These results show that the data of this study4is appropriate for factor

N4

4.41 shows that, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequ

analysis.

Table 4.41: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin an

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy\ ? i6
Approx. Chi Square< , T 259‘;3_64

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df Yv Qi‘o—’ v\ﬁ?
Sig. \, % i ".000

P

penent emerged from EFA

1.Q$he eigenvalues ranged is

The results in Table 4.42 show tha
procedure based on the computed ei &@Je gr
énr'@ﬁment construct is 77.197%.

2.316. The total variance explai@ea
o\

\
Table 4.4€. Toz VariarLe E}Iair@r Job Enrichment
ial r

Initial Ei envahéb" ;é’v Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
A» LN % i
Component % of ' % of Cumulative
Tot ) ula@f”% Total )
Var,anpe | % Variance %
1 6 77.19 ;1(2_,;197 2.316 77.197 77.197
2 JL o5 92.402
3 228 7.598 100.000
\\

Ny
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Table 4.43 shows the communalities value for 3 aspects (Task Significance, Task
Identity, Skill Variety) related to Job Enrichment. Communalities are estim f the
variance in each variable accounted for by all components and small value %icate
variables that do not fit well with the factor solution. In the current study, all the'items have

communalities values above 0.3 (see Table 4.43). The loading value for each item meet the

N

richment

acceptable value, which is >0.50 (see Table 4.44).

Table 4.43: Communalities of 4 aspects related to

[ ]
Items ommunalities

Task Significance

Task Identity é

Skill Variety N~ \"b.ljos\}
- &

.
Extraction Method: Principal Component A%‘ u\ b @‘
) =)

Table 4.44: Factor Loading Based Principal Coﬁ;q&& [@s with Varimax Rotation

for 3 aspect tedhto Job nc@t

Items

d
AY) Component 1
d§ i N p

Task Significtce z i ” ( 0 924
£
Task Identi ¥ 870

Skiu\é;% I\\’ 5

£

'\ . V & .840

a i
Extraction Meth%m;ifl &oSﬁoﬂe “Analysis.
W I

Rotation Me rim ith' Kaise rmalization.
‘o’
\,‘Z“
9

2\
S
N
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45.4 EFA for Job Security

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to determine the factor stug&e among
10 items related to Job Security. Table 4.45 shows that, the Kaiser-MeyeC%l

of sampling adequacy was .816 which is above suggested value of .6, a Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant (X2 (91) = 549.309, p <0.001). These?&s show that the
data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis. \’

measure

Table 4.45: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and B let% Fest

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi Square
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df »

519 \,Y. 0{\\\ 4

The results of EFA on all 10 itex%ated two rs @eigenvalues greater
than 1. Three items have been deletgd due to Idﬁi (85.3, S5.5, S5.10). After
deleting the three items, the resljgaabw %o ﬁ$ there is one component
emerged from EFA procedure tx n tWe‘é &@&value greater than 1.0. The
eigenvalues ranged is 3.704. tal variance explained for measuring skill variety
construct is 52.912%. %Qﬁ.‘ r [ 0’
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Table 4.46: Total Variance Explained for Job Security

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squa adings
Component % of _ % 0 umulative
Total ] Cumulative % Total ]
Variance Vanak %
1 3.704 52.912 52.912 3.704 52.912
2 968 13.826 66.737 314
3 770 10.999 77.737
4 610 8.710 86.447 l
5 418 5.968 92.414 .\d
6 313 4.475 96.889 ' ‘C)\Y'
7 218 3.111 100.000 % " ? "{-"\
NS

Table 4.47 shows the communalltcwe

Communalities are estimates of the iabIOccounted for by all

components and small values (<0.3) indicate v%ﬁat 9@9( fit well with the factor
solution. In the current study, all the 1 ave co qnaliggs;\values above 0.3 (see Table
eetth

4.47). The loading value for eac tabl&%@lue, which is >0.50. (see Table

4.48). N
" I 3s
Table 4.47: Communalitié O.'I‘te@s related to Job Security
A\ l\ Q”
& \ g Communalities
XY C‘J 627
JS .
o - ' o
S52 ] 443
5.44] 392
B
S5.6_JS (.}/ 438
\"
\ S$5.7_JS 716
S5.8_JS 667
S5.9 JS 421
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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Table 4.48: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

for 7 items Related to Job Security T

Items Compone
ponehimy

S5.7 .849-\ N

S5.8

S5.1 7

S5.2

S5.6

S5.9

S5.4

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normallw \ g
. o)

455 EFA for Training and Devel

2 \D

Exploratory Factor Analysis e factor structure among 5

=
@
o
o
(¢>)
aﬁ
3,
i

items related to Training and De
measure of sampling ade uacv .841,
Bartlett’s test of SphCI‘lCl 1gniﬁ'g nt

show that the data of this,study i |s|

49 s@&s that the Kaiser-Meyer- Olkin

i a@e suggested value of .6, and the
(9 483.915, p <0.001). These results

te ﬂ&attor analysis.

“N

b 49 eyb lkin and Bartlett’s Test
| )
Kaiser- Meye eas’re m'pli\@g,Adequacy 849
g %_‘zpproﬁthl Square 483.915
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df.S' 10
STS.' .000

2
S
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The results in Table 4.50 show that there is one component emerged from EFA

procedure based on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenvalu 1408.
The total variance explained for measuring training and developme ruct is

68.161%.

Table 4.50: Total Variance Explained for Training an

O

q Development
of Squared Loadings

Initial Eigenvalues Extracti
Component % of _ % of Cumulative
Total ) Cumulative % )
Variance '\)NJM %
Py -
1 3.408 68.161 69.161 408 68. ]' (}‘ 68.161
2 575 11.507 79.668 Y_}'
Y,
3 445 8.908 88.576 \; X
4 330 | 6.600 95, % <>
5 241 | 4824 1\ C‘)&
AN
A

Table 4.51 shows the co
Development. Communalities a@%t ates o

by all components and small

factor solution. In the cur

Table 4.51). The loadi

>0.50. (see Table 4

S
&
S
N

4

Y, alllh

alue f0f

(<0.3) indi
it
item m

S

X

&’

89

rs @s related to Training and
arian\éﬁn each variable accounted for
te v%})les that do not fit well with the
o

e acceptable value, which is

ommunalities values above 0.3 (see




Table 4.51: Communalities of 5 items related to Training and Development

Items Communali 'esi
S6.1 TD .67
S6.2 TD :

$6.3_TD v
S6.4 TD \; 4

S6.5_TD 573
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. {
Y. .

Table 4.52: Factor Loading Based Principal Compon nalysis wi V‘ri Rotation
for 5 items Related to Training ane,Developme

Items NY- g\‘\‘Com@ént

S6.2 ‘869
N e
S6.3 853

S6.1

S6.4 o ‘hj 7y 821
) \A

S6.5 ) 757
3 " 1 13, <>
Extraction Method: Prin pon PAyIX,qZZJ'
i rma

Rotation Method: er'{wvi @N&

)
atory Factor Anal?scﬁwas applied to determine the factor structure among 3
d to Meaning. Table 4.53 shows that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of

items %
& adequacy was .723, which is above suggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test

ericity was significant (X? (91) = 397.530, p <0.001). These results show that the
data of this study is appropriate for factor analysis.
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Table 4.53: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy T i
Approx. Chi Square 3

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df

The results in Table 4.54 show that there is one ¢ paent emerged from EFA

procedure based on the computed eigenvalue greater t . The %es ranged is
nstruct is 84¢994%
I
| O
d for &1eani X
N

2.652. The total variance explained for measuring meaning

Table 4.54: Total Variance

Initial Eigenvalues

N
'}Sum%f(quuared Loadings

9% of Cumulative

Component % of %
Total 0unM %| T Q.
ariance %

Variance
\ z-k

\ls,
4

0

1 2550 | 84.994 %@94}\ 530 84094 84.994
2 305 | 10.176 5.1 &
AN\
3 145 | 483 100:
S5
lyj' S
itie

:
Table 4.55 shaws th ities Q;ﬁe for 3 items related to Meaning.
Communalities arels'qa es aria@ in each variable accounted for by all
components and }wa?s (<. }Hdi@&-(/ariables that do not fit well with the factor

solution. In the®€urrent study, athth iter@.have communalities values above 0.3 (see Table
4.55). The ingWalue'f .h itenﬁ‘n\eet the acceptable value, which is >0.50 (see Table

4.56).%\A \C}IT
S

4,
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Table 4.55: Communalities of 3 items related to Meaning

S7.1_MNG

Items Communalltles£ i

S7.2_MNG 901&

S7.3_MNG .8(?‘

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 4.56: Factor Loading Based Principal Compone alysi V max Rotation
for 3 items Related t ‘ \Y'
DS
Items 2 Co one
S7.1_MNG i \?: 92 Y‘
.N - J\
S7.2. MNG ' 949
-
S7.3_MNG 895
Oy S
Extraction Method: Principal Com nalysis. ' (,}
Rotation Method: Varimax with Normalization. 43“'
o\
\
2 ’ N
4.5.6.2 EFA for Competenc \-' "C)g,

Exploratory @ @ appl o0 determine the factor structure among 3
items related to 4 57 I(OWS that the Kaiser-Meyer-OIlkin measure of
sampling ade y s 71.65 1ch @ﬁbove suggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s
test of sphe suﬁ (X2 =185.337, p <0.001). These results show that the

data of thi tu is appropriate f(a’tx;or analysis.
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Table 4.57: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi Square

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity | Df

Sig.

The results in Table 4.58 show there is one compo emerged from EFA

procedure based on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. e|g§nvalues ranged is

2.150. The total variance explained for measuring compe constr l 653%
l _\o}
Table 4.58: Total Variance Explained for C9m etence ‘T
Initial Eigenvalues Ext ums of:Squared Loadings
Component % of 70*of Cumulative
Total ] Cu € /o
Variance ®ar|ance %
A -
1 2.150 | 71.653 53 ‘5;2150'& 71.653 71.653
=] N
2 538 | 17.918 579 4 Q‘;)
&/
3 313 10.429 100.
=) ;?
N S
Table 4.59 shows th Raliti€s V.%e for 3 items related to Competence

Communalities are MS 0‘

components and s

solution. In the stu I @@ ve communalities values above 0.3 (see Table
4.59). The I alue‘a‘ eaeh i em@}et the acceptable value, which is >0.50 (see Table
4.60). % o
A &Y
AN
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Table 4.59: Communalities of 3 items related to Competence

Items Communalitie T
S7.4_ CMPT 74 %
S7.5_CMPT .758‘\
S7.6_CMPT .61?-

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 4.60: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Iyg with VVarimax Rotation
N
|

for 3 items Related to Com

ltems Co’npo X
S7.4 CMPT P I8
)
S7.5_CMPT
S7.6_CMPT qﬂ;'

Extraction Method: Principal Compoaent A

Rotation Method: Varimax with Ka'g
45.6.3 EFA for Autonorz R

Exploratory Factor Analysi wé ied. é;d'etermine the factor structure among 3

items related to Au@ Table 4.62 sho
sampling adequa w 7. w i Slab2%>uzggested value of .6, and the Bartlett’s test
of sphericity %iﬁca t (X? :G} 424, p <0.001). These results show that the
: . N .
data of this stu apprepriate for f analysis.
{?é,k PR for o>

A L 9

=

at the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of

Table 4.61: K -Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test
Gl
Kaise er-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 677

Approx. Chi Square 131.424
tt’s Test of Sphericity Df 3

Sig. 000

94



The results in Table 4.62 show that there is one component emerged

VEFA
@e&e ged is
6.766%.

2.003. The total variance explained for measuring autonomy construct iss

procedure based on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenv

Table 4.62: Total Variance Explained for Autonomz

A
Initial Eigenvalues Extractio }!’of Squared Loadings
Component % of _ 0/1 of Cumulative
Total ) Cumulative % {
Variance '\W %
1 2.003 66.766 66.766 003 66. 6' =',\Y('56.766
-q
2 575 | 19.167 85.933 -
s b 4
3 422 14.067 100.000 N
- " ad

Table 4.62 shows the communaliti s)/alue

Communalities are estimates of th

components and small values (<O.

solution. In the current study, all

s

accounted

ite <<Iated to Autonomy.

for by all

ot fit well with the factor
unﬂﬁes values above 0.3 (see Table
ept@value, which is >0.50 (see Table

4.63). The loading value for ea meegt th
N
4.64).

ITBQS ) Communalities
(V2 5

7 ATN 669
o A

A 726

. : oo

7.9 ATNM NV 608

N

S

Extr:NMethod: Principal Comiponent Analysis.
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Table 4.64: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation
for 2 Dimensions Related to Individual Factors

NS

Items Compon ﬁ—)
S7.8 ATNM .85?&

S7.7_ATNM W‘
g0

S7.9 ATNM
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Y.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. .l\d
4.5.6.4 EFA for Impact I 'C}Y'
Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied to mine Ihe actor stru%bre among 3

\mg eyer-@tﬁ’n measure of

items related to Impact. Table 4.65 shows tthhe
f .6, aﬁxd\the Bartlett’s test

sampling adequacy was .686, which is abocwsted
of sphericity was significant (X? (91) :% , p <0.
data of this study is appropriate for faGOF analysis:

3N
Table 4.65: K%eyer-'blki nd Batiett’s Test
&

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure i f%ﬁ‘acy ; .686
i Squares_ ) 199.241

Bartlett’s Test of Sphi icity | fl‘\\ ;éj’ 3

& &_ﬁ’ L .000

(’} l ’ 2:' <’
The re%’m Table 4. 0 t there is one component emerged from EFA

procedure n the govﬁgii eiﬁze greater than 1.0. The eigenvalues ranged is
2.1809. al variance explain@fxr measuring impact construct is 72.973%.
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Table 4.66: Total Variance Explained for Impact

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squa

Component % of % of
Total Cumulative % Total
Variance Vam& %
1 2.189 72.973 72.973 2.189 72.973
2 512 17.064 90.037 \7?‘3
3 299 9.963 100.000
l
Table 4.67 shows the communalities value fo items d Impact.
Communalities are estimates of the variance ir%\variab a uﬁts@or by all
components and small values (<0.3) indicate variablesythat dg not fi Wellwith the factor

solution. In the current study, all the items have communa N ues abave 0.3 (see Table

4.67). The loading value for each item meetewptabl value, Whiz is >0.50 (see Table

4.68). \ \x @)

A
Table 4.67: Com ﬁmysofbv e@olmpact
i i
Items N R ommunalities

S7.10_IMP N 648

Y &
S7.11 1 O .800
4'1‘(/
S7.12 AMP 741
3 l\ A(}

Extraction Method: *@&ip [ GQWH Analysis.

\
\/f :' C.)(J
&
:b.), <>
" 9
S

97




Table 4.68: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation
for 3 items Related to Impact

NS

ltems Compon ﬁ—)
S7.11_IMP .SA

S7.12_IMP &'
“eds

S7.10_IMP

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. z l
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. ‘\d
@

g
| &
456 EFA for Empowerment b 4 \,‘T

Exploratory Factor Analysis was applﬁw;ete i e fac@?r;cture among 4

aspects (meaning, competence, auton

Empowerment. Table 4.69 shows that th - Y
N

5
& /2 8

Ol&n measure of sampling
adequacy was .658, which is above saggested \aa &?Bartlett’s test of sphericity

was significant (X2 (91) = 293.298,%.<0.001). Thes ré%ul@\'owthatthedataofthisstudy

is appropriate for factor analysi \A
Table iser-Meyer, 'Jll(irgd Bartlett’s Test
i Iki QNF T G
Kaiser-Meyer-O mv easure of Sam ?gA(gig@a’E:y .658
Chi are 293.298
& | P ' r@
Bartlett’s Test o ricit jl?;f ("'3 6
2
i/ N .000
Ag 2 i Al
v ¢ T

)
Asults in Table 4%Q/show there is one component emerged from EFA
prc@ased on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenvalues ranged is

S

he total variance explained for measuring job enrichment construct is 71.326%.
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Table 4.70: Total Variance Explained for Empowerment

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squa adings
Component % of _ %0 umulative
Total ) Cumulative % Total )
Variance Vam& %
1 2.853 71.326 71.326 T
2 576 14.400 85.726
2.853 \;1326 71.326
3 .348 8.697 94.423
4 223 5.577 100.000

Table 4.71 shows the communalities value f aspects (meaning,
autonomy and impact) and 12 statements relate mpovx.er enty Co '\Unalities are

.

petence,

nen d small values

estimates of the variance in each variable account by 31*1{ r%ﬂ
(<0.3) indicate variables that do not fit we e faE\or S tionn@he current study,

11 {hi
all the items have communalities values@s (see
ich i

each item meet the acceptable value, \ﬂ i >%
E 0

Communalities

129

.708

.697

312
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Table 4.72: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

for 4 aspects Related to Empowerment T

Items Compone
Meaning 8
Competence R‘
Autonomy \US
A - 2
Impact .55I9

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

L |
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalizatio .\d‘ Y'
N
.é\ | S
\,‘T
T

457 EFA for Job Satisfaction \3 ‘1

Exploratory Factor Analysis wa %to det ne'the r structure among

3 items related to Job Satisfaction. Ta h thai Kzg&a -Meyer-Olkin measure
of sampling adequacy was .657, w 1sJabo VES d of .6, and the Bartlett’s

test of sphericity was 5|gn|f|cant 558 £0. (@)’ These results show that the
data of this study is appropria for to $
Table*er- vy% kifhadd Bartlett’s Test
Kaiser-Meyer- OIkm re of fa ‘?’rg Ad@ﬁ:y 657
Ch| @fare 94,558
Bartlett’s Test o ricit 3
fh’? 1 -\5 i
ig! éb .000

SR
A\ S
e results in Table 4} show there is one component emerged from EFA

prq%based on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenvalues ranged is
1 he total variance explained for measuring job satisfaction construct is 61.943%.
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Table 4.74: Total Variance Explained for Job Satisfaction

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squa
Component % of
Total ) Cumulative % Total
Variance
1 1.858 61.943 61.943 1.858 G?B 61.943
2 646 21.535 83.478 \’
3 496 16.522 100.000

Table 4.75 shows the communalities value for 3 i

Communalities are estimates of the variance in e

components and small values (<0.3) indicate variab

ariable a

relate

b, Satisfaction.
u'1te
hat dgn t fi Wellwith the factor

r by all

solution. In the current study, all the items have communa N ues G{ve\’O.S (see Table

4.76). The loading value for each item mee

4.76).

\lewe0 ptab?é %

i whl'z is >0.50 (see Table

O

. . \ L A .
Table 4.75: Communalit 3it t ..@h Satisfaction
[} )

> u QL
Items \g ~ & Communalities
~_—“—' \A
$8.1.JS 31 % 633
LS
S8.2_ P 549
676

Extraction MethodaPrinéipal fnt A{lJ’S[X/’Sls
= %5
& d u-)r )
N &
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Table 4.76: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

for 3 items Related to Job Satisfaction Yv

Items Comporleﬁu)

S8.3 .829\ N

S8.1 T
S8.2 w

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Yv
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. '
Y.

| S
4.5.8 EFA for Job Involvement A
b 4
f

b 4
Exploratory Factor Analysis was applied E determl acgo@’ructure among
i

10 items related to Job Involvement. Ta N shows , the ser-Meyer-OlKkin
. o ¥ &
measure of sampling adequacy was .85Iwhieh is abov

ggested value of .6, and the
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was signicaﬁt ()@%%2_ (;é\p <0.001). These results
show that the data of this study is ap atedor fact r ana@.

Table 4.77: m-M an@%gtlett’s Test
=

? T
baey 851

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin MeaSu amplirl%j

Bartlett’s Test of Sp 6 21
N

- Chi Squarev 482.762
x PRRSH S
icit f
|
P o

N ) 5% Y 000
Q? &
h w of EE all 10@3 extracted two factors with eigenvalues greater

items have been@ted due to cross loading (S9.1, S9.2, S9.7). After
\0& three items, the results in Table 4.78 show that there is one component

S
D
5
=
E~

rom EFA procedure based on the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The
lue is 3.739. The total variance explained for measuring job involvement construct
is 53.409%.
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Table 4.78: Total Variance Explained for Job Involvement

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squa adings
Component % of _ % o@umulatlve
Total ) Cumulative % Total )
Variance Va %

1 3.739 53.409 53.409 3.739 5?0 53.409

2 .830 11.854 65.263

3 .640 9.143 74.406

4 .603 8.613 83.019

5 498 7.110 90.129

6 401 5.729 95.858 ‘)\Y'

7 290 4.142 100.000

Table 4.79 shows the communaliti%
Communalities are estimates of the \N i
components and small values (<0.3) indieate varial

solution. In the current study, all t

4.79). The loading value for eac

4.80).

Table 4.79: Comamal\

Involvement

nah@alues above 0.3 (see Table
tabjg\fdlue, which is >0.50 (see Table

s
N

|
eﬂasj{glated to Job
5

Communalities

408

403

677

570

S9.8 JINV 453

$9.9_JINV 527

$9.10_JINV 500

ction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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Table 4.80: Factor Loading Based Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

for 7 items Related to Job Involvement
Items Componec_
S95 .8%3)

S9.4 ;
S9.6 T

S9.9 :
S9.10 z .7(i7

S9.8 67\34

)

S9.3 639 = °
\ ’ :? | Ck;z.
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analy5|9< , v
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normall ‘. \,‘T
Q\ ER‘
‘~<
459 EFA for Employee MOtIV&tIOI‘]\

Exploratory Factor AnaIyS|s % factor structure among 6
items related to Employee Mo o that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of sampling adequ Ichyis a suggested value of .6, and the
Bartlett’s test of spherici% 1gn1ﬁc 7 031, p <0.001). These results
show that the data of th&st fG.r fa'otor analysis.

1&4.81' eye@:m and Bartlett’s Test
Kaiser-Meyer-OWeas e of I| d"ﬂdequacy 833
=
Qf I TAp ro@hl Square 307.031
Bartlett’s fe Spherici if 10

. 5 r\/

e .000

0$ %
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The results of EFA on all 5 items extracted two factors with eigenvalues greater

than 1. One item has been deleted due to cross loading (S1.2). After deleting th , the
results in Table 4.82 show there is one component emerged from EFA protd ased on
the computed eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The eigenvalues ranged is 3.95 . The total
variance explained for measuring employee motivation construct is 5%1610 0.
Table 4.82: Total VVariance Explained for Employ‘eMvation
Initial Eigenvalues ExtraCti n‘:ms 'of Squared Loadings
Component % of _ % of Cumulative
Total ) Cumulative % To ; >
Variance Var ce (\Y' %
1 2.958 59.161 59.161 .958 , 61 ~ 59.161
2 .700 14.006 73.167 \‘. \;‘r
: \ o
3 479 | 9578 82.7 " é\
4 451 | 9018 w\%;? C’Sg
5 412 8.236 00.
S P&
0 S

Table 4.83 shows the QQQ naliti

Motivation. Communalities ar

4.83). The loading

4

imates of t

)

X

4
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acceptable value, which is

]
e fﬁg—items related to Employee
riar)@'m each variable accounted for by
0.3) indic ‘yériahés that do not fit well with the factor

all components and small%:
dy, all

solution. In the current ave 4%unalities values above 0.3 (see Table

w%r ewme
Vhig 751 each it <

>0.50 (see Table@s ¢ :l
[ 53¢
’ b) <




Table 4.83: Communalities of 5 items related to Employee Motivation

Items Communalitie i
S1.1 MOV 557 % v
4A

S1.3_MOV 6

S1.4 MOV .5§?~
S1.5_ MOV ﬁ@

S1.6_MOV 644
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 'l\d

@
|
Table 4.84: Factor Loading Based Principal Com tAnal}/s' Va@ax Rotation
for 5 items Related to Emw M\M| Y“y

ltems \\ q}C(‘)gli ent

S1.6 X (802

S1.3 §1 ~~ .800
[ )é
S15 763
. &
S1.1 - 746

\
S1.4 732
| S
Extraction Method: Princ mponent A Iysiig"
SeENorm .

Rotation Method: VWith@

/
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46  The Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis
Table 4.85: The Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis \q
Variable Number of Deleted C'}nal Item
Original *
Item
Motivation 6 1 item (S1.2) 5 items (S1.1, S1.3,
\L S1.4,S1.5, S1.6)

Salary 10 2 items (S 1,W 8 items (S2.2, S2.3,

l S2.4,S2.5,S2.6,S2.7,
, Yo A529,52.10)

Transformational Leadership 21 3 items (S3.3, S3.7, ‘fgirem?és&l, S3.3,
) "JSJA §3%5. 3.6, S3.9,

2 b-/ 83%, S3.11, S3.12,

S3/13, S3.14, S3.15,
116, S3.17, S3.18, S3.

19, $3.20, $3.21)

Job Enrichment

Job Security

13 items (S4.1, S4.2,
S4.3, S4.5, 54.6, S4.7,
S4.8, 54.9, S4.10,
S4.11, S4.12, S4.13)

7 items (S5.1, S5.2,
S4.4, S5.6, S5.7, S5.8,

$9.7)

A, $5.9)
Training and Devel<@ts \\f Ry - 5 items (S6.1, S6.2,
= O $6.3, 6.4, S6.5)
Empowerment (f) .’1@ - 12 items (S7.1, S7.2,
Q. i S S7.3,S7.4, S7.5 57.6,
% o7y < S7.7,57.8,S7.9, S7.10,
% "3 $7.11,57.12)
Job Satis n ' 3 - 3 items (S8.1, S8.2,
a\ $8.3)
9 3items (S9.1, S9.2, | 6 items (S9.3, 59.4,

S9.5, §9.6, S9.8, S9.10)
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4.7 Reliability and Correlation Between Variables

Table 4.86: Correlation matrix c}

JE TL EMP MOT JSEC
JE 0.878
TL 546** 0.914
EMP 576** A489** 0.898
MOT A451** A70%* 420%* 0.826
TD .7100** .364** 587** | .408
SAL A74%* A446** A463** | .43
JSEC 344** 144 397 S* 0.846

Note: SAL = Salary; JSEC = Job Security; JE = nri W TL :®n5formational
Leadership; TD = Training and Developmept; = I??Fpo rmen!&OT = Motivation
\3 é
\i A
I tioébetween the variables. All

Table 4.86 shows the reliability dﬂt
correlation is positive and signi , except forJthé c@ation between training and
development (TL) and job se% ,

EC)whicCh positive' but not significant. In addition,
the reliability for all variables also meet the accep lue (>0.70) (see the number with
bold) \ \f $ C}/
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4.8 Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis was applied to test the effect of salary, tr ational
leadership, job enrichment, job security, training and development and e ‘\rment on
motivation. The standardized coefficient () was used to access the ibution of each
factor (salary, transformational leadership, job enrichment, job ST/, training and

development and empowerment) on motivation. Standard beta ¢egfficient () means that

the values for each of the independent variables have been co to the same scale so
that comparisons can be made between them. Thus, becal he 10mmon unit of the
measurement, it is possible to define which predictor is influ tw standardized
beta coefficient () value can vary from -1.00 to ' 'C}T

+1.00 and it is calculated for each predictor variabQ 2 Y‘_\

. N :
ed to teStthe moderating

In addition, Multiple regression anal z 0 W

effect of job satisfaction and job involveme reI tionship’betweenrthe factors (salary,
transformational leadership, job enrichm securit ainir@nd development and

empowerment) and motivation. A
é, o 2)
.
N ﬁ; Y

4.8.1 Multiple Regression Is f t|o®
(S

Ry,

'
Table 4.87 sh the rei \0( ulti ﬁafjr'égression analysis. According to the

results, it was foun = 23\ < 0.01) and transformational leadership
(B=.213,p<0. a gmﬁ d itive effect on motivation. The effect of job
security on als is sig ﬁca ut the effect is negative (f = -.175, p < 0.05).
On the ot d, thé r of enrlchment (B =124, p > 0.05), training and

develop ent (B =.114, p>0.05), @/empowerment (B=.137, p > 0.05) on motivation were

positiye™ut not significant. Based on the results, salary (B = .237) has the highest
o%}n amongst the other variables that contributed to employee motivation, followed

by sformational leadership (p = .213), and job security (B = -.175). The other factors
such as job enrichment, training and development, and empowerment do not contribute to

the motivation of employees.
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Table 4.87: Results of Multiple Regression Analysis q
Variable B SE B t value p ( Results
SALARYY 203 .067 237 3.04 -.ebg' | Supported
TLEADERSHIP 188 .069 213 2.70 Ymﬂ Supported
Not
JENRICHMENT 121 .094 124 1.2 200 S ed
upporte
| Not
TDEVELOPMENT .089 .072 114 4 2 4
, . ?§upporte
JSECURITY -.083 034 -175 -2.46 , ‘30;5 _\\ Supported
r i / Y: Not
EMPOWERMENT 133 .082 : \'1\2‘0- 107
\ \ %\‘T Supported
Dependent Variable: Motivation ‘1

49

This section examines th

Job Satisfaction as a Mod

between the factors of motiva

security, training and de

multiple regression usi

job satisfaction as \

|

S
Cy

F

[

tw(?alar ran§fo
%ent and weg(m/

acroanethod has been applied to test the role of

b
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;m$a| leadership, job enrichment, job
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4.9.1 Job Satisfaction as a Moderator between Salary and Motivation

Table 4.88: Job Satisfaction as a Moderator between Salary and MEMQ;

**********************************************************ﬁ**** K’k Kk Kk Kk kKK
* %

Model : 1

Y : MOTIVATI

X : SALARY

W : JOBSATIS V
Sample
Size: 185 l

KK A KK A KRR A KA A A KR A A A A A A AR A AR A AR A AR A AR A AR A A XA A KA K * kK k kK kK * K K LRIt i i

*
* x
@

OUTCOME VARIABLE: \Y.
MOTIVATI '.i')
Model Summary F 4 Y.

R Y F a1 b

R-sg MSE df2
. ET
.4408 .1943 .1944 538 0\ 0000 181.0000
L0000 \ k
Model % A\T N
coeff S t P LLCI
é o e

ULCI
constant 4.2014

4.2682

4.1346

SALARYY .4023 L2754
.5291
JOBSATIS -.0389 -.1368
.0589

-.0473

|Int 1 .05
.1550

produce 62,\
- AV A

hest order unqegﬁltional interaction(s) :
F & dfl df2 P
1.1036~\~ 1.0000 181.0000 .2949

predict: SALARY (X)
Mod var: JOBSATIS (W)

111



Based on Table 4.88, the interaction term was not statistically significant (f =
0.0539, s.e. = 0.0513, p = 0.2949), indicating that job satisfaction was not a chant
moderator of the effect of salary on motivation. The R-square change Wasem

'

4.9.2 Job Satisfaction as a Moderator between Transformaﬂon?qdershlp and
Motivation

Table 4.89: Job Satisfaction as a Moderator between Tr. fowa.tl'o nal Leadership and
Motivation

R R I d I b b b b Ib Sb S e I b b b (Ib dh db S 4 I b b b b dh Sh S I 2 b b b b (Sb Ib Sb S a3 b b b (b g * kKK kK

* * (’\)s

Model : 1 '—\
Y : MOTIVATI ’ Y"

X : TLEADERS
W : JOBSATIS

X~ G
\(,}» T S

Size: 185

KAAIKAAIAAA I A XA I A XK A XA AR A A XA A XA KK ******* * * *t&*******************
* x

OUTCOME VARIABLE:

ﬂ
MOTTIVATT 6
Model Summary Aj '\A
R df1 df2

R-s
: 'S
L4729 18 .37 3.0000 181.0000
0000 \ ' \ (é})

Model %

'& Ci" t P LLCI
ULCI C\ | C’é
constant ‘92 ¥ 6)3 3505 .0000 4.1514

4.2790
TLEADERS 013: O 96 6.7287 .0000 .2836

.5189
JOBSAT .0248 . .5677 .5710 -.0615
L1112 ~§3
Int 1 -.0397 .0646 -.6142 .5398 -.1672
.087
terms key:
TLEADERS x JOBSATIS

(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

R2-chng F dfl df2 P
X*W L3773 1.0000 181.0000 .5398
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Focal predict: TLEADERS (X)

Mod var: JOBSATIS (W) Yv
Based on Table 4.89, the interaction term was not statistically .‘Fhant B=-

0.0397, s.e. = 0.0646, p = 0.5398), indicating that job satisfaction was a significant
moderator of the effect of transformational leadership on motivation. Te R-square change

was 0.0016. \)
| l

4.9.3 Job Satisfaction as a Moderator between J ichmeWAotivaﬁon
L ]

Table 4.90: Job Satisfaction as a Moderator betv@b Enrichment afd @vation

R IR b b 2 b b b 2h Sh b 2 Sh b b 2h Sh b 2 Sh b I SR Sh b 2 2h Ib b 2h ah b b Sh b S dh b e e gR SR 4 *k**k‘k!k * % *hkkkAk Kk kkhkkkkkk kK
* * \ \'
Model : 1 Z

Y : MOTIVATI V '1

X : JOBENRIC % &
W : JOBSATIS \ O
Sample \T 'k
Size: 185 ’ A \’S
() 4 q")
R I b I I b b b b I b b I b b b b I b I I I I b P b e * Xk Kk Kk K * X kK ****%***********************
* % \ A
OUTCOME VARIABLE: N
MOTIVATI
) bj' o
Model Summary " ’
R % ' \ﬂs.g &F df1 df2
i
.4576 &4 . 8 @9781 3.0000 181.0000

.0000

Model
£ff
ULCT % -

constant, .2025 :033? 126.1701 .0000 4.1368
.4759 :

t P LLCI

5 6.5661 .0000 .3329
-.0189 .0467 -.4036 .6870 -.1111
.0664 .0640 1.0385 .3004 -.0598

Product terms key:
Int 1 : JOBENRIC x JOBSATIS
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Test (s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

R2-chng F dfl df2 o)
X*W .0047 1.0786 1.0000 181.0000 .3004 Q-~

Focal predict: JOBENRIC (X) co
Mod var: JOBSATIS (W) A

Based on Table 4.90, the interaction term was not statisticsg significant (f =
0.0664, s.e. = 0.0640, p = 0.3004), indicating that job satlsfactlo s not a significant
moderator of the effect of job enrichment on motivation. The R- Qua re change was 0.0047.

4.9.4 Job Satisfaction as a Moderator between Job Security and vatlae-

Table 4.91: Job Satisfaction as a Moderator nJ Se y a d\&?)tivation

***********************************: * ****ﬁ**** ****%\—*************

* x

Model 1
Y : MOTIVATI

X : JOBSECUR T &k
W : JOBSATIS \\

: % n e,
Sample
Size: 185

kA hk kK hk Kk hkhkrkhkrkhkkxkhkxkh*x**x*%x * K% % * kX k% * % % * ** **************************
* % '

OUTCOME VARTABLE: § g > &

MOTIVATT \ {;

Model Summary

V E o F dfl df2
.2278 %051 ;28{30 3.3010 3.0000  181.0000
.0216 %

P 4

Model : Y—
coeff ‘88 t P LLCI
ULCI g)
4.1615 0406 102.5230 .0000 4.0814
4 241
-.0016 .0661 -.0249 .9802 -.1321
.1589 .0902 1.7612 .0799 -.0191
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lInt 1 .0772 .0311 2.4791 .0141] .0158

.1386
Product terms key: z
Int 1 : JOBSECUR x JOBSATIS ‘
Test (s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s): A
R2-chng F dfl df2 P

X*W .0322 6.1459 1.0000 181.0000 .Oli

Focal predict: JOBSECUR (X) V
Mod var: JOBSATIS (W) YV

Based on Table 4.91, the interaction term was statistigally ig',n\lﬁcd B=0.0772,
s.e. =0.0311, p = 0.0141), indicating that job satisfa was a/signi czfnt erator of
the effect of job security on motivation. The R- s uareschangg

interaction effect accounted for 3.22% added varl on in'moti

49.5 Job Satisfaction as a Mod r bet \thal |,r€sand Development and
Motivation C\,*
ning a

Table 4.92: Job Satlsfactl od M@I nd Development and
tiv. |qh
*********************** ** * k k% *****************************

oy \ 5
. RAA&& . %é"

~

w : JOBSA b 5 :
Sample : é\
size: 18 b 4 v
Kk Kk Kk kK ****************%N******************************************

N
TC \\RIABLE

Summary
sq MSE F dfl df2

.4330 .1875 .1961 13.9236 3.0000 181.0000
.0000
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Model

coeff se t P LLCI
ULCI Yv
constant 4.1937 .0337 124.5315 .0000 4.1
4.2601 K
TRAINING .3615 .0590 6.1286 .0000 .;;s)
.4778 %
JOBSATIS .0030 .0473 .0629 .9499 -. 4
.0963
[Int 1 .1073 .0512 2.0953 .0375 .0063
.2082 V
Product terms key:
Int 1 : TRAINING x JOBSATIS '
Test (s) of highest order unconditional inter (s).:
R2-chng F dfl df .
X*W 4.3905 1.0000 181 48,000 .03 4

............... | S

Focal predict: TRAINING (X)

Mod var: JOBSATIS (W)

Based on Table 4.92, the interactjo as ically sigei icant (B =0.1073,
s.e. = 0.0512, p = 0.0375), indicating that satisfacti as Qnificant moderator of
the effect of training and developm Le)moti@:g7 e/R4square change was 0.0197,

indicating the interaction effect a for'l.97 added@iation in motivation.

ok o
4.9.6 Job Satisfaction% derat ywée@’npowerment and Motivation
’ F &
Table 4.92: Job Satisfagtion a{ a rator{&(Neen Empowerment and Motivation

&

i<~k~k*(3&******k*k*k*k*k*k*k*k*k********************

***************Yk * X k% *
* *
Model : 1 : é ’ :?: (JC‘)
Y : M \
§ :: i:PO SE ‘: *3\
SampleA \“'},

Size'\85
* %

LR R I S b I S b I S b I S b I S b I S I S b e S b S IR S b I S b I Sb b I S b S Sb b S S S 2 R S b Sb b I S b I Sb b 4

OouT E VARIABLE:
VATI

Model Summary

~
4
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R R-sq MSE F df1l df2
p

.4316 .1863 .1964 13.8134 3.0000 181.0
.0000 \
Model L ,
coeff se ALC

ULCI

constant 4.1999 .0336 125.0207 .0000 z.1336
4.2662

o+
i)

EMPOWERE, .4473 .0732 6.1129 .0000 .
.5917

JOBSATIS -.0094 .0479 -.1954 5 -.1039
.0852 l

[Int 1 .0826 .0571 1.4463 498 -. 0801

.1954 .

N
Product terms key: 'i’)
Int 1 : EMPOWERE x JOB S : Y'
era }bqék : b

Test (s) of highest order unconditional 1
R2-chng F dfl

X*W .0094 2.0919 1.00

Focal predict: EMPOWERE (X) \
Mod var: JOBSATIS (W)

Based on Table 4.93, thegi tio

0.0826, s.6. = 0.0571, p = 0.1498) JNdlicay
moderator of the effect of Wentianm i
:

4
410 Job Involver&\Qa MT \tor %C/Q
t

This sectioﬂqKa qratir@?fect of job involvement in the relationship
between the factors obmotivatio saér@nsformational leadership, job enrichment, job
|§§=h

security, tr d de lopment aéi\sempowerment) and motivation. The moderated
multiple r %n using ayes:’ p,Q’RESS macro method has been applied to test the role of
job inw\ nt as a moderator me relationship as details below:

Ny

job.satisfaction was not a significant

\
a@ he R-square change was 0.0094.

nes
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4.10.1 Job Involvement as a Moderator between Salary and Motivation

Table 4.94: Job Involvement as a Moderator between Salary and M

,%

KA A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A AT A XA *A AT A xkx*x K%
* x

Model 01

€y

Y : MOTIVATI
X : SALARYY
W : JINVOLVE V
Sample
Size: 185 '
KA AR KA A AR A AN R A AR A A AR A AR A A AR A AR A A A A A AR A AR kKA kK * k Kk k Kk kK * Kk k KAk KAkhk Kk kK Kk kKK

* x

g
OUTCOME VARIABLE: N
MOTIVATI '_{’)
Model Summary P 4 \3.'
R R-sq MSE Y F \ f1 \& df2
P
.4488 .2014 .1927 Nlm o\ oooo‘é 181.0000
.0000 \%
Model % \T A,
coeff SE e (>)~p LLCI

ULCI
constant 4.1835
4.2534

SALARYY .3918
.5201

JINVOLVE -.0049
L1131

[Int 1 .18
.3690

4.1135

.2635

-.1230

[

.09 ;:_9@-4’ .0554 -.0042
\} (35’

Product terms % P l
Int 1 : %SA RYY X% & QC;)JINVOLVE

|
Test (s) ofah est ?r er Jun on@onal interaction(s) :
3

2 dfl df2 p
186 \‘,ﬁ'.oooo 181.0000 .0554

Fecal Predict: SALARYY\C?X)
\Mod var: JINVOLVE (W)

ased on Table 4.94, the interaction term was not statistically significant (b =
4, s.e. = 0.0946, p = 0.0554), indicating that job involvement was not a significant

moderator of the effect of salary on motivation. The R-square change was 0.0164.
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4.10.2 Job Involvement as a Moderator between Transformational Leadership and

Motivation Y'

Table 4.95: Job Involvement as a Moderator between Transformationa:&@rship and
Motivation

Model : 1

********************************************************;E**************
* % V

Y : MOTIVATI

X : TLEADERS l

W : JINVOLVE

Sample \d'
‘z-

Size: 185 ' N
KA ANk A AR A AR A A AR A AR A A A A AR A A A A A AR A AR Kk K XKk kk Kk kKK Ak * Kk Kk Kk Kk hk Kk Kk Kk kK k%K

* % ’
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
MOTIVATI

Model Summary

R R-sg df2
P
.4917 .2418 . . ’{QSOO 181.0000
.0000
Model
coeff LLCI
ULCI
constant 4.2108 4.1484
4.2733
TLEADERS .399\ . .2862
.5125
JINVOLVE . 6 .0128
.2191 ,\
-.1697

lInt 1 %
.2158 Q
Product t% v :

Int 1 K TL DE£S XY— JINVOLVE
A\ A
Test (g ighest order dh&gnditional interaction (s) :
-chng F dfl df2 P
X* .0002 .0557 1.0000 181.0000 .8138

ocal predict: TLEADERS (X)
Mod var: JINVOLVE (W)

Based on Table 4.95, the interaction term was not statistically significant (b =

0.0230, s.e. = 0.0977, p = 0.8138), indicating that job involvement was not a significant
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moderator of the effect of transformational leadership on motivation. The R-square
4.10.3 Job Involvement as a Moderator between Job Enrichme:t and Motivation

change was 0.0002.

Table 4.96: Job Involvement as a Moderator between Job Enrighment and Motivation

KK AR KA KA A KA A A KA A A I A A I AR I AR I AR I AR A AR A AR A AR A AR A AR A AR KK R R I dh b i db b I db b I ah b
* x

Model : 1 l

Y : MOTIVATI ‘\d
X : JOBENRIC
W : JINVOLVE '\Y'
15
Sample
Size: 185 b 4 \’Y'

KAKAKAKAKAAA KA A KA XK A XA AR A AR A AR A A XA A XA KK ****z****** * ***ﬁ************

* x

OUTCOME VARIABLE: % Q\
MOTIVATI \ o
Model Summary % \T é
R R-sq SE >’ N, Tdfl df2
[ &

P o
.4686 .2196 \83 6. 49@.0000 181.0000
.0000
\
Model i lb
coeff se " 2 t P LLCI
ULCT
o127 é}’

constant 4.198\ . .5 .0000 4.1333
4.2632 (i é
JOBENRIC . 65\ Nog17 6.‘\@48 .0000 .3213
.6042 \ 0 O
JINVOLVE .0p83p ; ©8627 .3894 -.0614
J
04 1.6738 .0959 -.0267

Producg tsms key: N
Int JOBENRI JINVOLVE

Ny

Test (sof highest order unconditional interaction (s):
F dfl df2 P
2.8017 1.0000 181.0000 .0959

ocal predict: JOBENRIC (X)
Mod var: JINVOLVE (W)
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Based on Table 4.96, the interaction term was not statistically significant (b =
0.1491, s.e. = 0.0890, p = 0.0959), indicating that job involvement was nos& nificant
moderator of the effect of job enrichment on motivation. The R-square cg%/as 0.0121.

4.10.4 Job Involvement as a Moderator between Job Security andfMotivation

Table 4.97: Job Involvement as a Moderator between Job ity and Motivation

KKK AR KRR KRR AR A AR A AR AR A A AR AR KA AR A A AR A AR A AR AR A A ARk kK * ***l***************

* * V
Model : 1

Y : MOTIVATI - \Y.

X : JOBSECUR ' _{’)

W : JINVOLVE

P 4

Sample Y v \
Size: 185

%k kK k k ok Kk k ko ko k ok ko k ok ko k ok ko k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk y** 1* %k ok Kk kK ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk
* %
OUTCOME VARIABLE:

MOTIVATI \T &k
D' S
Model Summary @ <Qr
R R-sq SE E' &y afl df2
p N\
.2811 .0790 22 SR1751aN, 3.0000 181.0000
.0019 bj' 0%
Model , " ‘.
coef \ (490 LLCI
ULCT '
constant 4.1 y 7 10%*~ 9 .0000 4.0788

9

4.2355 | (J

JOBSECUR 4 ’. 1‘. C—).6325 .5278 -.0551
.1071 0

JINVOLVE 27 0 2$ 2.4217 .0164 .0301

/\7
'4(4

r
¢ 059¢~  2.8178 .0054 .0502
&Y |
Prod Nerms key:
Int : JOBSECUR x JINVOLVE
( of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
R2-chng F dfl df2 P

.0404 7.9399 1.0000 181.0000 .0054
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Focal predict: JOBSECUR (X)
Mod var: JINVOLVE (W)

t 0.1674,

s.e. = 0.0594, p = 0.0054), indicating that job involvement was a significant moderator of
the effect of job security on motivation. The R-square change was , indicating the
interaction effect accounted for 4.04% added variation in motiva%

Based on Table 4.97, the interaction term was statistically signific
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4.10.5 Job Involvement as a Moderator between Training and Developmewlld
Motivation c\

Table 4.98: Job Involvement as a Moderator between Training and D&)pment and

Motivation T

AKAKAKAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA A A A XA A A A A A A XA AR A A A dhhdhhkkk* k% IR KK AR KA XA A XA, h K

* %
Model : 1
Y : MOTIVATI z l
X : TRAINING
W : JINVOLVE \d
[

Y—-
,é\ | S
4

***************************************V***

* %

OUTCOME VARIABLE: g

MOTIVATI ( 0\ (g

Model Summary \ o
.:@fl df2

R R-sg E
p %
.4351 .1894 . 01 .093 (})\oooo 181.0000
.0000 7-4 6
t

Model

coeff e ~\ P LLCI
ULCI i ? | 0
constant 4.1916 % 341 2 122 9}0&/ .0000 4.1243
4.2589
TRAINING .34 ('5\ 5.8$—? .0000 .2265
.4598
JINVOLVE E .4507 -.0690
.1561
[Int 1 G’ . .0517 -.0013
.3347 *}
Product t ey: E
Int_l : TRAINING .{Y' JINVOLVE
ighest order Jhbonditional interaction (s) :
F df1 df2 P
3.8348 1.0000 181.0000 .0517

ocal predict: TRAINING (X)
Mod var: JINVOLVE (W)
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Based on Table 4.98, the interaction term was not statistically significant (b =
0.1667, s.e. = 0.0851, p = 0.0517), indicating that job involvement was not T’Wicam

moderator of the effect of training and development on motivation. The R=s

was 0.0172. s

4.10.6 Job Involvement as a Moderator between Empowerm&@; Motivation

change

Table 4.99: Job Involvement as a Moderator between E oWent and Motivation

KK AR KA KA A KA A IR A AR AR A AR A AR A A R A A XA AR A AR A AR A AR A A KK * Kk Kk **w***********
* x .

NS
odel : 1
! Y : MOTIVATI é ' —{‘)
X : EMPOWERE P 4
. 3

W : JINVOLVE YU \
k. o

Sample V "\ é
Size: 185 % Q\
Ak hkhkhkhkhkhkhkdrkhhkhkhkkhhkhhkhkhkdrkhkdxkhkhkkhkkhkKhk*k*x%k * % * k% Kk % ***Q
* % \? .&.
OUTCOME VARIABLE: % >y ,\a\
MOTIVATI & @

7]
Model Summary \ SQ
R R-sqg MS N dfl df2
P F%
.4230 .17809 .198 3(1@ 3.0000 181.0000
.0000 \; P 4 &

Model co& @ §t p LLCI
ULCI \
8

constant .20 ¢.03)5 ' 6307 .0000 4.1378
4.2778 : b
EMPOWERE 0711 NS 5.5403 .0000 .2535
.5340 x 4\
JINVOLVE %.0418 !058-%. .7204 L4722 -.0726
.1562 AL
[Int 1 A .0365 A1273 .2865 .7748 -.2147
287 \ -
Pr erms key:
Q : EMPOWERE x JINVOLVE
(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

R2-chng F dfl df2 P

X*W .0821 1.0000 181.0000 L7748
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Focal predict: EMPOWERE (X)
Mod var: JINVOLVE (W)

Based on Table 4.99, the interaction term was not statisticall %icant (b =

0.0365, s.e. = 0.1273, p = 0.7748), indicating that job involvement wa a significant
moderator of the effect of empowerment on motivation. The R-squar ge was 0.0004.
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4.11 Summary of Finding

Table 4.100: Summary of Findings

Y'

job enrichment and motivation in Yayasan Dakwah

No. Hypotheses aI is Result

H1 Salary is positively and significantly related to upported
employee motivation in Yayasan Dakwah Islamiah T
Malaysia (YADIM). \)

H2 Transformational Leadership is positively and Supported
significantly related to employee motivation i '
Yayasan Dakwah Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM). ’ .\Ud

H3 Job Enrichment is positively and mgmﬂca@& ’ *Io_isupported
to employee motivation in Yayasan Da amlau’ \/‘Z“
Malaysia (YADIM). X~

H4 Training and Development is p03| Qé\Not Supported
significantly related to employee atlon |n O
Yayasan Dakwah Islamiah ia (YA -E\

H5 Job Security is positivel ntI Supported, but negative
employee motivation in slamﬁﬂ
Malaysia (YADIM). \%\

H6 Empowerment i vely arpl' i jpéﬂi?frelated Not Supported
to employe%uio@xan D%én‘ah Islamiah
Malays &

H7 Job saﬂ@ ydetat g-relzﬁ'ronshlp between Not Supported
salar otivation Dakwah Islamiah

Si (YA Wy)
H8 atisfaction moderat.@'e relationship between Not Supported
sformational leadership and motivation in
. Yayasan Dakwah Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM).
9 Job satisfaction moderate the relationship between Not Supported
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Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM).

H10 | Job satisfaction moderate the relationship between ted
training and development and motivation in Yayasan 3
Dakwah Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM).

H11 Job satisfaction moderate the relationship between \,: Supported
job security and motivation in Yayasan Dakwah
Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM). l

| .\d,

H12 | Job satisfaction moderate the relationship be I'\Iot a?ﬁorted
empowerment and and motivation in Ya # Y:\
Dakwah Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM) N

\i ﬁ

H13 Job involvement moderate the reI p b ée Lg‘ Not Supported
transformational leadership and m \CD
Yayasan Dakwah Islamiah ia (Y .

H14 | Job involvement mode relatio bet\@pf Not Supported
job enrichment and ion Ya D@/ah
Islamiah Malays% IM) :bj

H15 Job |nvoIv d dte th elatltgﬁﬁ‘p between Not Supported
tralnlng veI dlmquatlon in Yayasan
Dak sI |ah ia Y@IM)

H16 |J vement o dé?ate i'ﬁ'é relationship between Supported
curity and mOtIVdﬂ%?i in Yayasan Dakwah
miah Malaysia (YADIM).

S
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H17 | Job involvement moderate the relationship between Not Supported
empowerment and motivation in Yayasan Dakwah

Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM). c\:

H18 | Job involvement moderate the relationship between %
transformational leadership and motivation in Q

Yayasan Dakwah Islamiah Malaysia (YADIM).

‘4._

Y'
N
4,12 Conclusion % ' -{’)

4 \

tion ip* Yayasan Dakwah

job rity. This study also

Islamiah Malaysia are salary, transform:%&)adershl
B . i

provides empirical evidence about the r
tm ’

of S
relationship between job security a 0 vagaﬁwb
and motivation. Finally, this s@vid empirical @ﬂence about the role of job

e relati ﬁe@@b security and motivation. The

involvement as a moderator i i
next Chapter Five will previd ails discussi ntorkhja findings of this study.
F 4 b &
@)

\\
Ny

tiQQ as a moderator in the

twgg)/q\raining and development
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