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CHAPTER 4 b
&

RESULTS Yv
l
Y. .

4.1  Introduction N
O
The chapter begins with the respondents graph}p etails

and-their profiles,
v
including the result of a demographic profile, analysis o \mption &Xploratory factor

analysis, and the result of confirmatory Q’S’is tcluding %goodness of fit of the
reli

measurement model, the validity, a iabili \bth

model validity and mediation ana% @ o Q(:}
N Aj ¢

. ot ) & . .
The demogra prof||| S urﬁ&iﬁken to examine the demographic

a
c

ded @?b’articipate in the study. The Table below

characteristics of indivi
K ¢ C.)
highlights the |o:3dem hig varidbles that were considered in the thesis. In respect

gr
B
to gender, r% obsé 3 ercent of the participants were male while another

- >4 . .
61.2 p f the partmpant@ere female. In reference to marital status, it can be

b hat 66.4 percent of the participants were single while 33.6 percent were

@d. Regarding age 67.3, 21.5, and 7.9 percent of the sampled population were

o
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between the ages of 18-30, 31-40, and 41-50 respectively. Notably,&)&ent of the

sampled populations were above 50 years.
Moreover, it was identified that 93 percent ofﬂw;articipants were

i rw others, respectively.
4D rWe participants

@
have 3-10 years of work experience while 13.6 nt have 10-20j years.'of work
experience. However, 6.1 percent of the respondents*have niore than Z&Wars working
experience. Moreover, 79.2 percent of the participants rhking ﬁer organization
while 20.8 do not work another organiw} referen pr "'hs sector 5.7 percent

of the sampled populations have \/ﬁpsd in pE\c\_}lg_ll?rg
: . : [ .
worked previously in private o@uon companhies. @wrently, 2.1 percent of the
o\
mployed.

sampled populations were previ self-e
N
’ F &
N O

K S,
N / %g}aphéa}d Profile Details of Samples

Malay/Bumiputra while 4.7, 1.9, and .5 were Chinese, In

In relations to working experience it can be observed

":hﬁ'on while 92.3 percent

R

@,
i
No. : Demographic X Frequency Percentage
N )

1 er O
e 83 38.8
Female 131 61.2
2 Marital status
Single 142 66.4
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No. Demographic Frequency Percentage

Married 72 33

3 Age i
18- 30 144 \I 67.3
1

31-40 46 Y. 21.5

41 -50 17 l 7

More than 50 7 \é X
4 Race é vj ' _\(’}

Malay/Bumiputra 9 F 4 {;@'

Chinese %. \ 4

Indian (;/ 4 Q\ é 1.9

Others \ 1 5
5 Working Experience C') >\,T

3-10 % 6 127 Q‘S’ 80.4

Aj \

10-20 \ , 136

More than 20 i ? ( 1%, 6.1
6  Working Ano%ogar'f Hﬂ("m ;é}’
Yes 80 79.2
S

No N ] o (_0(./ 21 20.8
7 Previ Saorl Q
s
Pu‘&mizdicﬁjx 4\ 11 5.7
Private Organization/co es 179 92.3
&'

N@‘ employed 4 2.1

g

S
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4.1 Data Screening *

To fulfil the assumptions of AMOS, different approaches t?uscreening were
employed such as detecting the missing values, outliers, condueting normality tests,

linearity, and homoscedasticity, and checking for multicoll I’Iz bet een constructs.

\
4.1.1 Missing Data % 2 "Z:{’)
Y

Missing data are an issue of signlfl%gcergn‘ arcfgggﬁ can affect the

results (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). T\ s were~del eretgersonally to assistant

registrars at 7 public universities in q

all a n e incomplete responses
or cases with missing values %duc@ hura tlmate of standard error,
confidence interval and p-val ea §003). Based on the suggestions
of Hair et. al. (2010), w L%\Tssm ;al}i \‘IL, till more than 50 per cent and the

study fulfils the sa ize reFu nt, reséarchers are advised to delete the case

respondents. Thus,ﬂ\thi stud rvey((ﬁregstlonnaires had no missing values.
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4.1.2 Analysis of assumptions 3 )

The measurement model and statistical assumptions WeTned. There are
multivariate normality, outliers, linearity, homoscedasticity andwollinearity (Hair et

al. 2010). It is important that these assumptions were test eZuse lany violation could

affect the validity of the results. .\d
g

S
4 \,Y'

4.1.2.1 Normality i \ &

€3

skewness for all ite'qnot e

Estimator (MLE) eﬂgkrit is‘ :P s(IS()/_Vled data (Awang, Afthanorhan & Asri 2015;

Awang et aI.,@%’r hu{ the, s wn@values that fall within the range between -1.0

and 1.0 is wered tg dmal@stributed if the sample size is less than 200; or
A N

betwe& and 1.5 is acceptébc@ as normally distributed if the sample size is greater
tha% The assessment of normality distribution for all items is presented in Table
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Table 4.2 The Assessment of Normality for all Measurin &la

Variable min max skew C.I. rtosis C.I.
Vigor 1.000 6.000 -.373 -2.226 402 1.200

Dedication 1.000 6.000 -.183 665  1.985

1
Absorption 1.000 6.000 -.146 Z | 614 1833
InRole 1.000 6.000 - -1.4;8 ‘\&1 870
[
6

ExtraRole 1.000 6.000 -. 15 ’40Q,\)?'1.193
OP1 1.000 6.000 SQ_B\ 1.755

OP2 1.000 6.000?—.! 42 Y}ée 1.989
OP3 1.000 W - - 714{? A75  1.418
OP4 1.00 ao - 1198)° 718 2145

RS1 1.@) 6.000™-30

RS2 6000 . 397 32 960
RS3 N 000 198\ Y1164 149 445
RS4 Y‘f.ooo, 6. 1283 564 1683
HP1 (ﬁ %me.aos 3620 676 2.019
HP2 '&\ ) 60@(3 724 432 966  2.885
HP3 Y, o @o 540 -3225 348 1.041
SE2 (') / 1.60({_}98.000 _448 2673 577 1723
SE3 6’ P D')f 1000° 6000 -202 -1.206  -149  -446
SE4 A 4000 6000 -350 -2000  -042  -127
SE oo 600 -530 3167 515 1538

iate 160.305 39.526
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Based on the skewness values presented in Table 4.2, the stu (@cludes that
the data distribution does not depart from normality and has met t irement for the
parametric statistical analysis such as correlation, regression,&ctural equation
modeling (Awang et. al., 2015).

4.1.2.2 Outliers \d,
X~

S
Outliers refer to any observations that are@allzlo (ig-ty?n (':(@parison with
nd

the whole dataset (Byrne 2010). According mu \cheg goq-rax (1996), the
3h thedzla alanobis distance

outliers can affect the parameter estim@ 4;

values and based on the critical chi-square*val efT a pe_nglx 1), the case value is

&u) &
45.315. Therefore, there are ten cases'with outliers. . Q(:)
\% A“’
\
Z Mahala His@nce Value

2 4
( Mahalanobis d-squared  pl  p2

Observation number. =
&7* T ~< 100.997 000 .000
D (::{U 69.659 000 .000
(') 2 / . ‘,' 3 68.360 000 000
136 O 58.423 000 000
Q’ 1?6 ) @ 54.500 000 000
4(/ 1977 e 51.805 .000 .000
_s 1 &Y 50.513 000 .000
N 180 ™ 48579 000 000
181 46.864 001 000
‘% 210 46.792 001 000
Q, 206 44.706 001 000
124 44.052 001 000
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Before taking any decision in deleting, the researcher examined the a;a based on
the Cook’s Distance value in identifying cases (Pallant, 2011) wthose cases have

any unjustified influence on the results. The cases with Cookﬁq%i?t nce values larger

than 1 found a potential problem (Tabachnick, Fidell Il%n, 2007). The value of

Cook‘s Distance Table 4.4 shows that its maxim ue is "0.10Z4(less than 1).

@
Therefore, the ten cases were retained because thefésare no major r?blem)gzPallant,
A
2011). P 4
) Jv/ F
N
) ¢ &
Table 4.4 % Distance*Fable O

h

Minimum Maximum M-éan étd. Deviation N

Cook's Distance 0.000 0.107 0.003 0.009 214
g ?“ >
2 N
’ F &
4.1.2.3 Linearity and oscedaftl i é-/
&
The ass Mt 0 Ii;?? wai_go\nducted through the residual analysis that
’
I

resulted from essign a is. kiefeover, the results of the homoscedasticity test
conducte Wh the“J p&?él?iagrams of standardized residuals showed that
homos&%city existed in th&et of independent variables and the variance of the
e@ variable. According to Pallant (2011), the assumptions of linearity and

omgscedasticity can be checked by examining a scatterplot of the standardized residuals.

Figure 4.1 highlights that the scatterplot, linearity, and homoscedasticity have been met
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(Pallant, 2011) because the scores are concentrated in the center (along Sm 0 points).

Therefore, the linearity and homoscedasticity are achieved for this dv

Figure 4.1 Scatterplot of the Standard'ied?ﬂuals

.\

Scatterplot

Dependent Variable: JobPerformance

Regression Standardized Residual
[ ]
v
[ ]
[ )
[ ]
L
L)
L
L]

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

&
4.1.2.4 Multucollfe’%)w O

Mul;l%earlt ,;E}m t ééﬁe component variable items are close to being

equal (Za& , 2015) |S{§5werful method for dealing with multicollinearity in
sets dictor variables. Multlcolllnearlty is nothing more than when two or more
%ﬁre not independent. It is a matter of degree and is diagnosable. When the
es are used as predictors, and their interdependence is high enough, model results

are inadequate and misleading. The importance of multicollinearity is to define the
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correlation value between variables and that it must not exceed 0.90 ahd the variable is

free from the redundant items (Zainudin, 2015). Y.
Table 4.5 Correlation Matki q '
1

Self- Hope Resilien  Optimi 0 Job

Performance

Efficacy ce m! ngabemw 'Pegbrmance
'] £

Self-Efficacy - , Py
Hope 668 - J’J ..VY"
Resilience 312 275 - VY~ v\ \ é‘r
Optimism 529 392 3 8(,) ; &
Work 405 184 .4& Q? O
Engagement T \4“\-\'

2 717 -

Job 55 281 ‘éo 0"l &
N RN
S

N
Multicollineari%t: W, en& rra‘ matrix between any two variables is
extremely high- if ébgg 90;-eac aria@ s then a redundant variable (Zainudin,

| (O
2015). Table 4.5@}th all v esé&relate between values 0.184 and 0.717. From
Table 4.5 i%%that yne co :Ia ioném\ong the variable is lower than 0.90 and there are
Y-

no redundant items between variaﬂ?&.
N
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4.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 3 )

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) plays a vital role in this to examine the
interrelationships among the items of the psychological capNelf-efflcacy, hope,
resilience, optimism), work engagement and job performange,w h a e used to reveal the

clusters of items that have adequate ordinary variation tify t man together as

obﬁler set of

a factor. In significance, this process compresses a of it

combination factors for psychological capital ( cy{ esilience, optimism),
work engagement (vigor, dedication, absor d joner mane%] role, extra role)
with a minimum loss of information, M fou@tion of the structural
A
equation modelling (Hair et al., 200 \&
0 e,

In this study, an explorato actomglyzj( r@l Component Analysis) with
r

Varimax rotation was condu th the=constructs of self-efficacy, hope,

*

‘ : |
resilience, optimism, work engagemef thnd)erformance Applying the principal

\/ @
component analyswﬂ{h arimax rotation Q';% deemed an appropriate approach for
N
exploring into th i Ia o%?bn et of items. This study applied the principal
component echn ue en ('fextract) the number of underlying factors. The
4

degree of ‘eigenvalue was usedctgjgtaln the number of underlying factors. Prior to
perf the principal component analysis, the suitability of data for the factor analysis

ssed based on Kaiser-Meyer-OlKin.
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Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett ‘s Test oﬁ%cny value.
If the results meet the requirement of both assessments, the next stYy determine the
number of factors that can be used to best represent the interrelationship

s among the set

of items. Following the determination of the number of fagtor thes factors are rotated

using Varimax rotation to assess the loading pattern on factors. The
Varimax Rotation technique was used to obtaln r and more te'r le factor
solutions (Hair et. al., 2017) The following subs ectl S pro |Ie |scu55|on of

the EFA outcome using 214 samples for t co tru@f 0 sych aI capital (self-

efficacy, hope, resilience, optlmlsm), agemen gor <<d|cat|on absorption)
and job performance (in-role perform extra ro r‘o
q
L
\ AQ’
\
4.2.1 Psychological Capital (PsyCap [ %

:
(J

4.2.1.1 Self- Efflcacy Q
The self-ef @ons&\g X |te S As shown in Table 4.6, the Kaiser-Meyer-

/..
e 7

Olkin Measu lam

e u{gy (KMO) value was 0.833, exceeding the
recomme ue of 6 éB @ s Test of Sphericity 2 (6) = 522.745, p< 0.001,

also r c statistical mgmﬂc&be Both results indicate that the collected data was

r factor analysis. The result for the principal component analysis revealed the

ch of only one component with an eigenvalue exceeding 1 (3.059), explaining

76.476% of the variance, respectively. Four items have factor loading above the
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minimum significant loading 0.40, ranging from 0.829 to 0.908. meaﬂglia two items
(SE1, SE6) were removed because the item loading was below 0.4 four items are
retained for the confirmatory factor analysis. Furthermore, ur items showed

satisfactory consistency with a Cronbach Alpha value of :97 Q!:ich is the value greater

than 0.7 (Hair et. al., 2006) and this enabled the items t ve t eW reliability.

(3 \Y'
LA
Table 4.6 The Summary Result forEFA —Self-Efficacyy ™
No ltems Factor
1
Variable: SELF EFFICACY \
SE1 | feel confident analyzing a | Removed
SE2 | feel confident in representi .829
management. \
SE3 | feel confident co ibmo di% .899
strategy. % F .
SE4 | feel confiden Mg to fe \ets/go in my work area. .908
SE5 | feel confident €entacti ple e’f}&ﬂde the organization (e.g. .859

|
suppliers/@sy erg) t8 discligs protlems.
SE6 | fee@nt p:‘es nting i o@;*on to a group of colleagues. Removed
4
\/T

Eigenval 3.059
PercentAVariance (%) \c.) 76.476

KM Xure of Sampling Adequacy .833
imate Chi-Square 522.745

% .000

Cronbach Alpha .897
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4.2.1.2 Hope *

The hope section consists of six items. As shown in Table 4?7 Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) value was 6, exceeding the

recommended value of 0.6. The Bartlett ‘s Test of Spheri 26) =l493.198, p< 0.001,

also reached statistical significance. Both results indi that th%ted data was

. 5
| compon aha_l{% revealed

suitable for the factor analysis. The result for the pri

the presence of only one component with an ei

86.697% of the variance respectively.

minimum significant loading 0.40, rangi

r
(HP4, HP5, HP6) were removed &@ the Jb\avz
6
or

A
s below 0.40, thus three

o
items are retained for the cor& y fis%ﬁlg‘/si@mhermore, the three items
showed satisfactory consistenw a C,vonb 'AI \alue of 0.922 which is the value
greater than 0.7 (Hair ethoo a’t%wz.écmf)ed the items to achieve the internal
reliability. ’K\ Q

126



Table 4.7 The Summary Result for EFA — Hope : )
No  ‘ltems Factor
2 1

Variable: Hope
HP1 If I should find myself in a traffic congestion a orz I ciuld .926
think many ways to get out of it.
HP2 | am energetically pursuing my work goals. * 950
. . | &

HP3 I find there is a lot of ways to solve any pr. . = 7917
HP4 | see myself as being successful at work \" \TRemoved
HP5 | can think of many ways to reach wongo ; E\T Removed

HP6 At this time, | am meeting the@ s th setth for Removed

myself.

Eiganvalue C‘) >\7Y § 2.601
<GS

—t

Percentage of Variance (%) 86.697

7

KMO Measure of Sampling Amy ¥ Q\% 746
Approximate Chi-Squar ? , l 0 493.198

Sig % PR 000

Cronbach Alpha ‘K\ @ %L’ 922

P V4
v Y

(\ ,? :l Q)O

4213 Resili%— l) §J

4

Thﬁ&nce consists 0 'si§~items. As shown in Table 4.8, the Kaiser-Meyer-

N
OI@sure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) value was 0.792, exceeding the

nded value of 0.6. The Bartlett ‘s Test of Sphericity ¥2 (6) = 478.316, p< 0.001,

reached statistical significance. Both results indicate that the collected data was

suitable for the factor analysis. The result for the principal component analysis revealed
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the presence of only one component with an eigenvalue exceeding 1 (39 4)y explaining
74.342% of the variance, respectively. Four items have facto ing above the
minimum significant loading 0.40, ranging from 0.838 to 0.8 while, two items

(RS5, RS6) were removed because the item loading was om), thus four items are
re, !

retained for the confirmatory factor analysis. Furt hWems showed
@

satisfactory consistency with a Cronbach Alpha valu 0.885 which tre \@Kg greater
A
ms te ac

than 0.7 (Hair et. al., 2006) and this enabled the 'i ﬁ higVe th tern\'é('reliability.

\/ By QT
Table 4.8 The Su asult fo — R@‘fence
> ) /;\ Factor
a 1
Variable: Resilience " %,
RS1 When I have a setback a I ubI@covering from .838

it, or moving on.
RS2 1 usually manag lamah’er at work. .852
Swork. 885

ride. .873
work because | have Removed

o<

No “ltems

Asy

RS3 Icanbe “on m
RS4 1 usually tak %N
RS5 | can ge &g
experie N
i

RS6 | feel dle ma i dta time in job. Removed
Eigenvalue @ 2.974
Percenta riancc{ ( X 74.342
KMO M%re of Sampling Ade@gacy 792
Appréximate Chi-Square N 478.316
Si .000

6 ch Alpha .885
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4.2.1.4 Optimism *

The optimism consists of six items. As shown in Table 4.?!! Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) value was 8, exceeding the
recommended value of 0.6. The Bartlett ‘s Test of Spheri 26) =l472.233 p< 0.001,

also reached statistical significance. Both results indi that th‘é\f\ﬁted data was

suitable for the factor analysis. The result for the pri | compon aha_@ revealed
the presence of only one component with an ei e&{e (S,Q&') explaining

75.188% of the variance respectively. Four : ve fﬁctor admg@ve the minimum
significant loading 0.40, ranging from & 0. 877 M Whl|®N0 items (OP5, OP6)

were removed because the item | ur items are retained for
the confirmatory factor analysis he I\Q& items showed satisfactory
consistency with a Cronbach vaI : 90 @ch is the value greater than 0.7
(Hair et. al., 2006) and thls en o‘dte/eové the internal reliability.

O
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Table 4.9 The Summary Result for EFA — Optimiss )

No

“Items

A
Variable: Optimism \’

When things are uncertain for me at work, 1 usu e%ect Te .855

OP1

OP2
OP3
OP4
OP5
OP6

KMO Measure of Sampling Ad

o
Approximate Chi-Square \ ,Aj \i(/ 472.233

Sig

best.

If something can go wrong for me wor

k-wige, it will. .
I always look on the positive side regardéob. ' _{’7.875
I am optimistic about my future pertaini \T .861

Cronbach Alpha

I approach this job as “every K%ﬁ

Eigenvalue

Percentage of Variance (%) c‘) \T &X 75.188
N L

g Removed

Removed

P
O 3.008

.838

000
: ) "Vj J‘l? 0.890
- i
N

& &
e DL &
4.2.2 Work E en b 4 C‘)
&
The% ngage nsiT of three elements known as vigor, dedication and

absorpti

elow

are the result\é%EFA for each element, followed by the EFA result for

the va?\ﬂ of work engagement.
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4.2.2.1 Vigor .\

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy ( alue for vigor,

exceeded the recommended value of 0.6. The Bartlett ‘s Test otwicity x2, p< 0.001,

also reached statistical significance. The result for the 'nzal iomponent analysis
d

revealed the presence of only one component with an eigenvalue exlcee\d 1, explaining

L ]

Y’
more than 50.00% of the variance respectively. A@ have fact Ioﬁd@bove the
[ er.

minimum significant loading 0.40, and no % d. Rﬁﬁermore, the

\ 9
satisfactory consistency with a Cronbach ue sho@‘the value greater
&
than 0.7 (Hair et. al., 2006) and this ena e items hie\@]e internal reliability.
This shows that, all items are retain e co aé;{or analysis (Table 4.10).
(|
Table 4.10 ummary Re If‘fon&A — Vigor

S
No Items | RN Factor
%Y. ' § 1

Variable: Vigor\ '
VGl At mAng, | feel bursting wi ergy. .897
VG2 A@N IleeJ strong andt Vigorous. 935

VG3 end get Up imth mo@g, | feel like going to work. 884
Eigenval b 4 f 'é\ 2.461
PerSnta e of Variance (%k‘f 82.040

WO Measure of Sampl% Adequacy 721
roximate Chi-Square 391.651

Q ig .000
Cronbach Alpha .889
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4.2.2.2 Dedication 3 )

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequac 0O) value for
dedication was exceeding the recommended value of 0.6. Nartlett ‘s Test of
Sphericity %2, p< 0.001, also reached statistical significan¢es, The result for the principal
component analysis revealed the presence of only on mponentswith'an eigenvalue

* X
exceeding 1, explaining more than 50.00% of the v e respecti y' ,@Ems have

factor loading above the minimum significant Ivg A{Q temejgre removed.
\ o
Furthermore, the satisfactory consistency @7 Croﬁ?ach Ipha-@me of dedication
&

showed the value greater than 0.7 (Hair et¥al.,2006) and ena@i the items to achieve
the internal reliability. This shows ite etain (ﬁor the confirmatory factor
o e,

analysis (Table 4.11). \ Aj u \\48:
X [ }s

No Ite;&\ i\?‘ ~ Factor
| . 4 é" L
Variable: D% njye 2 s
DD1 | a enthjsi i%bo@y work. 945
jobyifs e.i 951
DD3 am pro of{he work that I do. .953
Eigsﬁue \c}’ 2.706

nge of Variance (%) 90.206
‘% easure of Sampling Adequacy 173

roximate Chi-Square 601.715
g .000
Cronbach Alpha .945
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4.2.2.3 Absorption 3 )

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequac O) value for
absorption, exceeded the recommended value of 0.6. The BartleMst of Sphericity %2,
p< 0.001, also reached statistical significance. The resu W incipal component
analysis revealed the presence of only one component With an |gw exceedlng 1,

explaining more than 50.00% of the variance res;%y All item \k_@r loading

above the minimum significant loading 0.40, a oveq,‘ﬁurthermore

sorpta%\howed the value

greater than 0.7 (Hair et. al., 2006) an

reliability. This shows that all ite re ai
(Table 4.12) :

Table 4.12 umr,ary It f A — Absorption

No Items 4 :0./ F Factor
A\ 1 ‘\\ b 1
Variable: Absorption [ 45\‘

ABl Ngl ppy mw@!lng intensely. 750
mmerSedi 928
W

t carried Iam working. 910

Elgenv f 2.252
erceﬁg Varlanc (%) 75.067
K sure of Sampling %‘\quuacy .640
mate Chi-Square 325.811

.000

3 bach Alpha 831
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4.2.3 Job Performance : )

The job performance consists of two elements known as iwband extra role.

Below are the results of EFA for each element, followed bNFA result for the

variable of job performance. z l
Y.

| &
4.2.3.1 In-Role Performance =
b 4 \'Y'

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure o% lin \nacy ( ) value for in-

role performance, exceeded the recm@
Sphericity 2, p< 0.001, also reache%‘cistical i

component analysis revealed th%ce &%e @p}onent with an eigenvalue
exceeding 1, explaining morg%o.orﬁe};@ respectively. All items have

factor loading above the ‘mini significa Ida@ 0.40, and one item was removed.
g F &
Furthermore, the s@ry cP Nﬁcy v&a Cronbach Alpha value of in-role
erformance sho the*value tha Q‘f Hair et. al., 2006) and this enabled the
p wéd thevalug m 07 ( )
items to achieqhe ) ternal reliabili @s shows (Table 4.13) that all items are retained
for the cozwry facto aljsis.$

value
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Table 4.13  The Summary Result for EFA — In Role perfoxan

No ltems ‘ Factor
1

Variable: In-Role Performance N

IRP1 | am able to compose written materials concis 742

IRP2 | am able to communicate to diverse audie ' Removed

IRP3 | am able to communicate one-to-one n grou 95
settings. V

IRP4 | am able to complete task Withinwgiven. ' 3%3'

IRP5 | am approachable when colleagu d suppor >

IRP6 | arr_1 f:lble to cooperate and cvg e with &;2
administrators \ X~

IRP6 | am able to give clear instr W
IRP7 | am able to monit rmances-.a gidsi
feedback.

IRP8 | am able to prowde%hmg |n\ed<¥ S uéreas 8g7

and support professional-developmen c}
IRP9  Iam able to fos ovati o 43' 816
IRP10 | am able to comp®se writ ials ednCisely. 793

-
(00)
hy]
N

Eigenvalue X' ’ ? %\ 6.335
Percentage of Var% ) ‘ 0' 70.385
KMO Measure of Samplin Adé‘\q '-C/Q .892
Approximate Ghi-Sguare | % 1968.786

000

Sig & .
Cronbachw%NQ ] ¢ I (_ﬁ(-) 946
Q| ))&
il {.3\
4.2.3.2 EXtra-Role Performance
fs )

NKaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) value for extra-
gf

ormance, exceeded the recommended value of 0.6. The Bartlett‘s Test of

Qcity x2, p< 0.001, also reached statistical significance. The result for the principal

component analysis revealed the presence of only one component with an eigenvalue

135



X
exceeding 1, explaining more than 50.00% of the variance respective @\tems have
factor loading above the minimum significant loading 0.40, a e items were
removed. Furthermore, the satisfactory consistency with a b Alpha value of
extra-role performance showed the value greater than O. m al., 2006) and this

l

enabled the items to achieve the internal reliability. Thi a&w that all items

are retained for confirmatory factor analysis.
, é\ ! 5‘0
P 4 ‘Z

Table 4.14  The Summary Resultfor EFA ﬂfx ole Qéﬂa mance

r

No Items \ . 6 Factor
2

Extra Role 6? - \ / /Q\"

ERP1 | will help to m nothe or r pr \Ctive. .854

ERP2 I will hel p thers who Ioads. .893

ERP3 I will h ot s sent .861

ERP4 | do ot W s .894

ERP5 I m% 823

ERP6 | will al pany development. 801

ERP7 WI xc rk| ur to finish my tasks. Removed
ERP8 I ays t in my organization is doing. Removed
ERP9 %\m ilhin rt|me and over the weekend. Removed
Eigenvalue 4.387

Percentage nce 0 y) 73.111
KMO u Samplin Ad uacy~ 874

Approxm&:hl -Square \C}’ 985.161

.000

Slg
@Ipha 925
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4.3 Individual CFA by Constructs ,_&

G

The original construct for work engagement was made of three dimensions such

4.3.1 Work Engagement

as vigor, dedication and absorption. After running the CFA, there is no item low value of
factor loading. As it represented in Figure 4.2, the CFA model of work engagement for
construct validity is fit the data well [p = 0.000, y2/df =2.252; CF1 =.955, TLI =.933 and
RMSEA = .077]. The result indicated that all fit indices met the recommended criteria for
good fit. The relative Chi-square (y%/df) was approaching 0.5, which is indicative of an
acceptable fit between the hypothetical model and the sample data. CFI, and TLI were

well above .90.

Figure 4.6‘}0#; detﬁ?wig_}l@lgagement

69
Q) 83
91
> VG2 |
e3 VG3 |
(e4) DD1
58 T7
@[ 02
g -54 Dedication )=
@
Q@ AB1 77
@ AB2 : 75' . Absorption - Fitness Indexes
~ ' = 1.P-Value = .000
(e9) AB3 2 RMSEA = 077
3.CFl = 955
4.TLI = 933

5.ChiSq/df = 2.252
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The convergent validity for the AVE value for work engagem&i castruct was
(.599) for vigor, dedication (.548), and absorption were (.550). MeTe the CR value

(.900) for vigor, dedication (.548), and absorption were (% as exceeded the

recommended value of 0.70 in Table 4.15. i

4'\4.‘3.

Vigor ‘C"

VGl .83 80 -

VG2 91 (,}’ A

VG3 50 \ O

Dedication \ é

CM1 g7 : , % .759
% o [’} c}

CM2 .82 Aj A(&
~

Table 4.15 Factor loading, AVE and f Work Engag Tt c}
g
Construct Factor Loading A 2 ' CR~
\ N

17

— /3

CM3 5
Absorption Y.N
oB1 v} (. 197
0oB2 : F 4 '3

Uiy

OB3 5 RE

Ky

\'

LN
\'\/ S

T ?
4.3.2 Job Perfgrmance
T 63' “EJ&W -S

al const \'sz engagement was made of two dimensions such as

in roleﬁw rarole. After runmc)the CFA, there is no item low value of factor loading.
sented in Figure 4.3, the CFA model of job performance for construct validity

is fitthe data well [p = 0.000, ¥2/df = 2.248; CFl = .948, TLI = .938 and RMSEA = .077].

The result indicated that all fit indices met the recommended criteria for good fit. The

138



relative Chi-square (y?/df) was approaching 0.5, which is indicative oxn eptable fit

between the hypothetical model and the sample data. CFI, and TLI vwll above .90.

Figure 4.3 CFA Model of Job PerSrmge

t V

.50

IRP4__}

J—
IRP7__|4~
IRP8__}

&
ECEEA

IRP10

(&)
L
3

.76

:
.82

ERP3 _

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value = .000

EAENENECINEY

2.RMSEA = 077
3.CFl =.948
4.TLI = .938

5 .ChiSq/df = 2.248
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The convergent validity for the AVE value for job performance constrdct W; (.551) for
in role and extra role was (.915). Meanwhile the CR value (.631) and extra role
was (.911) has exceeded the recommended value of 0.70 in Tablm

Table 4.16 Factor loading, AVE and CR ofiJo

bY.rformance
Construct Factor Loading AV

In Role .55 3
IRP1 71 é

IRP3 69 Y. \.' \,Y'
IRP4 73 g
IRP5 81 (,\)/ W

IRP6 .90 \
. NS

g 2 Q*g

IRP9 75 AN

. X s .
NG |

ERP1 '&\ 76|

ERP2

: N
ERP3 ('} /.80 ;! ‘-')(')

_ O
o &S
ERP6 A .74\"2-)\’
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The original construct for optimism has 4 items. After running, the CFA, there is

4.3.3 Optimism

no item low value of factor loading. As it represented in Fi , the CFA model of

df 4 1.652: CFI = .997,
hat fall fi dice;z-met the
| &

-~

optimism for construct validity is fit the data well [p = 0.0
TLI = .992 and RMSEA = .055]. The result indicate
recommended criteria for good fit. The relative Cﬂ%ar
which is indicative of an acceptable fit betweerW]

y
data. CFI, and TLI were well above .90. C}, 0\

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value = .000
2.RMSEA = .055
3.CFl =.997
4.TLI =.992
5.ChiSq/df = 1.652
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The convergent validity for the AVE value for optimism construct was 36 L’3}nd the CR

value (.891) has exceeded the recommended value of 0.70 in Table
Table 4.17 Factor loading, AVE and CR of Optimi

Construct Factor Loading AVE CR

OP1 80 673 I 89

OP2 84 \J‘

OP3 83 % \y
OP4 81

4.3.4 Hope

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value =\p
2.RMSEA =\rmsea
3.CFl =1.000

4 TLI =\tli
5.ChiSqg/df = \cmindf
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The convergent validity for the AVE value for hope construct was ( &)rwd the CR

value (.923) has exceeded the recommended value of 0.70 in Table 4?.

Table 4.18 Factor loading, AVE and CR of%

Construct Factor Loading AVE CR
HP1 88 800 XY
HP2 .95 .
HP3 85 \ g
. ' ' _i:)
L 4
435 Resilience CV W é
\ua )
The original construct for resilience has S\ite\m er LQing the CFA, there is
(a A

no item low value of factor loading: rqpf%@ n Fa@ure 4.6, the CFA model of

9 Q
resilience for construct validity 1S¥it the dat ZA%O, x2/df = 2.245; CFl = .959,
\ éw 2
TLI = .877 and RMSEC = q 75]. The result i@ed that all fit indices met the
0

:
recommended criteria % fli ‘Fb'é ativeéﬂ-square (x%/df) was approaching 0.5,
which is indicativeégacc le bet(;}u&e%n the hypothetical model and the sample
|
data. CFI, was w&@ove. o P29

L. o‘b./‘: 'é\
ﬁ% \\3*
%\
0’
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Figure 4.6 CFA Model of Resilience )

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value = .000
2. RMSEA = .075
3.CFl = .959

4 TLI = .877
5.ChiSq/df = 2.245

K 45
The convergent validity for the AVE value for resiliehece corptgoc_J;s (\’659) ns the CR
0 Sble 4%3
hence

o

value (.885) has exceeded the recommended malue Z,S)

Table 4.19 Factor @VE an

Construct Factor Loadi A CR
I\&
RS1 75 v 3 .885
Q@
&
RS2 \ %Q\
RS3 (di :Lj‘_l S
s &

RS4 \ 85)
&5

4.3.6 Self-%&?

e‘griginal construct fo&%}-_efficacy has 4 items. After running the CFA, there
is @W value of factor loading. As it represented in Figure 4.7, the CFA model of
g acy for construct validity is fit the data well [p = 0.000, x2/df = 2.134; CFI =

925, TLI = .915 and RMSEA = .076]. The result indicated that all fit indices met the

144



recommended criteria for good fit. The relative Chi-square (x?/df) wa %&ching 0.5,

which is indicative of an acceptable fit between the hypothetical n?@.and the sample

data. CFI, and TLI were well above .90. \,

Figure 4.7 CFA Model of cacy' '\d

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value = .000
2.RMSEA = .076
3.CFl =.925

4 TLI = 915
5.ChiSq/df =2.134

('De \J IR
The convergent validity for the A%a forself-effi ac;cgenstruct was (.689) and the

« &
CR value (.898) has exceeded th?i@ mWeo 70 in Table 4.20.
N

(,)2 , S

:

g, A d CR of Self-Efficacy
.
Construct < AVE CR
Ny
SE2 .689 .898
SE3
SE4

=&Y
Ny
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The study adopted the two-steps approach of modelling z;d analyzing the

4.4  The Direction of Hypotheses of Model

structural model namely, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CF Structural Equation

Modeling (SEM). Thus, prior to modelling the structural an@ing Structural

Equation Modeling (SEM), the study needs to validate all Measurem od({?-ef latent

constructs for Unidimensionality, Validity, and R ity (A‘\‘va g, hano*chgn & Asri).
is @According to
Asnawi et al. (2019), the measuremen n@s f la j C trucheeds to pass three

types of validity namely Construct .V gwe led ity, and Discriminant
(? A
Validity. The Construct Validity? sesse thrqugh @ Fitness Indexes of the
\Y

This validation procedure is called Confirmator%acto

Measurement Model, while trN r idity-is assessed by computing the
Average Variance Extrar%% and Dis lmin@alidity is assessed by developing
the Discriminant Va%d \5‘5 . 33"

As for the{ ility it 'deq for the study to assess the Composite
Reliability (C % it prc lﬁe c[;‘aitional method of computing the Cronbach
Alpha for a%i%using’ rral I#ﬁion Modeling (SEM) (Awang et. al., 2015). The
particul nt construct is co@’ered valid if its fitness indexes achieved the three
Model Fit Categories namely Absolute Fit, Incremental Fit and Parsimonious Fit (Awang

b 015). The fitness indexes and their respective threshold values are given in Table

et.
4.21.
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Table 4.21 The three categories of model fit and their level of&&@

nce

Name of category Name of index  Level of acceptance
Absolute Fit Index RMSEA RMSEA < 0.1 (ideal < 0.0&~

GFlI GFI > 0.85 (ideal if > 0.
Incremental Fit Index  AGFI AGFI > 0.85 (ideal W)

CFI CFI1 > 0.85 (ideal'if >%0.9) l

TLI TLI > 0.85 (ide@hif > 0 )'\d’

NFI NFI > 0.8 al if > 0,90) [ _\o;r
Parsimonious Fit Chisq/df Chi-Sq df < 5.9(i eal if < B.Q_
Index Y' ¢ \ Y"y

X

The indexes in bold are recenhe si.@ q&Qequently reported in

literature (Awang et. al. (2018). The werk for this stu@consists of one exogenous

“« Q-
construct, one mediator constﬂ\ nd, f oge.n\ﬁfs’ constructs. The theoretical
;m}t wb@, he hypotheses were to be tested is

:
presented in Figure 4. !
QD

b o,

framework for this study and the,path of
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Figure 4.8 The Research Framework Showing the hypothesis to be te 5 |n>1e Study

A w o 4
F 1 1 1
®
@ 3 |Absorplion||Dedication|| Vigor |
@+ sEe ]
1
Clag IEEEN
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Work
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TN e

Performance

:
3

)
W
B~
‘

E‘
y

1

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value = \p | InRole || ExtraRole |
2 RMSEA = \rmsea !
3.CFIl =\cfi

4. TLI =i

5.ChiSq/df = \cmindf

e

o
o

OO 0000 OO
J1H 44

The hyp@u S
statistical a@ be ‘g lo

AN
S
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Table 4.22 The Direct Effect Hypothesis and Method of Analysis ,

Method of

Direct Effect Hypothesis .
Analysis
a )

H1

H2

H3

H4

H5

H6

H7

H8

H9

There is a significant relationship between Self-Efficacy and Path Analysis in
work engagement SEM

There is a significant relationship between Hope_ and work th Analysis in

engagement ' l\@‘

There is a significant relationship between ience ant, Path Analysis in
engagement \S‘EM
There is a significant relationship be n pt| 1ISm d wo@ Path Analysis in
engagement. SEM
There is a significant relationshlp between Self- Efflcacy and Path Analysis in
job performance SEM
There is a 5|gn|f|cant nshlp etwgen Hope and job  Path Analysis in
performance Af SEM

There is a S|gn|f|cant relatlonshlp between Re5|I|ence and job Path Analysis in
performance SEM
There is a sigﬁificgnt relétionsbip between Optimism and job Path Analysis in
performance SEM
There is agigﬁificaﬁt relafion'shif) between Work Engagement Path Analysis in
and job performance SEM

~)
S
N

-~

&’
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Table 4.23 The Hypothesis Testing for Mediators and Method S&alysm

_ ) ] Method of
The Hypothesis for testing Mediators )
Analysis
;
] ) _ Path Analysis in
Work Engagement mediates the relationship between Self-
H10 ] ] SEM and
Efficacy and job performance
tstrappmg
ﬁ.@falysw in
11 Work Engagement mediates the relatlonshlp and
an
and job performance
tstrappmg
_ k ath Analysis in
Work Engagement mediates the relatlonshlp between™
H12 N . and
Resilience and job performance Bootstranni
ootstrapping
& NS s
-~ : | A Path Analysis in
Work Engagement mediates the relationship between
H13 SEM and

Optimism and job performance

l Bootstrapping

l Q.‘
\N( evgkjwas measured using certain number of

Every constr:{glved ‘
al

the loratory Factor Analysis (EFA) procedure

150



This study adopted the two-steps approach of Structural quiloa Modelling
(SEM) as proposed by Awang et. al. (2018). The two analysis steps Y.
latent constructs need

i. The measurement models. The measurement models ow

to be validated for validity and reliability thr ghiEe Confirmatory Factor

Analysis (CFA) procedure. ‘\d
@
ii. The structural model. Once the CFA is leted, fthe uc’y @;XTops the
A
SEM)

structural model. The Structural Equation Modellif 9r\6/3édure will be

employed to estimate the parameter invelve h the Q&hesis regarding

the inter-relationships amowanstructs r@‘el. Both procedures
(CFA and SEM) are carri usin@ﬁ?S A@OS 25.0.
N
0 e,
-

]
45 The Confirmatory Factow ysis ( A%
\
The research fra%zin Figure 4.8 sh at all constructs in the model are

2yl
measured using certai umberr ing items in the questionnaire. Every item is
measured using andnterval sc g fr(&nﬁﬁ to 6 with the given statement (Awang et.

!

¢

al., 2015). This y ecifdas?a{m@‘? CFA procedure for all constructs involved in
5 N

n
the study. Zhi rticula Laod FA is called Pooled-CFA for the measurement

Yv
model. Ato modelling the s&@}’ural model and executing SEM, the researcher needs

to @e validity and reliability for all constructs. The measurement model of the
C

@ct would be assessed for construct validity, convergent validity and discriminant

D

validity (Awang et. al., 2015). The construct validity would be assessed using a set of
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fitness indexes, the convergent validity would be assessed using the \% Variance
Extracted (AVE) and the discriminant validity would be a through the
Discriminant Validity index summary (Awang et. al., 2015). Thesdiseriminant validity or
the multi-collinearity assessment is required to ensure ite%zre redundant and no
constructs are highly correlated. If any pair of exogen struct 're ighly correlated
(correlation greater than 0.85), then there exists erious [ prob n, c:e_t;e Multi-
A
collinearity (Awang et. al., 2015). As for tr% ility J@sses ent\l‘ihé study will
compute the Composite Reliability (CR) which s c&ishssoci with Cronbach
Alpha in the first-generation method of&%a The CR™ om@ﬁd based on the factor

S

loading for each measuring item, W)@js more effi '&ut q@red to Cronbach Alpha

which is computed based on the@re ent score' fo@ch item. The value for CR
\ A

should exceed 0.6 for the cv;‘c

2015).

The CFA (@N,s p
indexes for all co s‘fths (’Tn}b

item for ever cta R@ correlation between constructs in the model. The fitness
indexes s meet thgt esHBId\\/HI‘Ues as shown in Table 4.21, the factor loading for
every $ould be a minimh("nj of 0.6 and the correlation coefficient of any two
@should not exceed 0.85 (Afthanorhan et al., 2019). There is no item below 0.50
ading, therefore the item is removed. The problem of multi-collinearity occurs if the

correlation between any two constructs exceeds 0.85 (highly correlated). Looking at the
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correlation values (at the double-headed arrow) between constructs, n %the values
were found to be greater than 0.85. Thus, the multi-collinearity p does not arise.
When the pooled-CFA results are obtained, the study cm& the validation
procedure for the construct validity, convergent validi ,mminant validity and

composite reliability (Awang et. al., 2015). ‘\d
(3
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Figure 4.9 The Results for Pooled-CFA for the Measurement M vo nstructs

5
E2

[+-]

H

SE3

E

® @@ @

m
I'I'I'

a
-

[s=])

i

P

-

P

I
%]

HP3

w
5}

RS1

A

S2

S

A

S

]

P1

O

@]
Ees W
o1} e e ; o) - R g

P

\¢]

o]

P

w

PRAROR® RO ®@O®G

1]

Vigor

i) B
5
] o
o] a
2
AR
o
S|dS
=

()

Ab

=~
-

=~
[

ExtraRole

®» ®

(

76
885
.80 '
.88
9
86

76

.84

.80

.82
82

83
87
.90

.87
.86

Fitness Indexes
1.P-Value = .000
2.RMSEA = .055
3.CFl = .967
4.TLI =.960
5.ChiSqg/df = 1.645

Resilience

Work
Engagement
Job '
Performance

154



4.6 The Assessment for Construct Validity 3 )

The fitness Indexes in Figure 4.9 have met the threshold The Absolute
Fit category namely RMSEA is 0.055 (achieving the threshold Water than 0.80), the

Incremental Fit category namely CFI is 0.967 (achievingithe Zrest]old of greater than
f Chi

0.90), and the Parsimonious Fit category namely the ra Wi‘ﬁ (achieving
the threshold of 3.0). Thus, the measurement model# latent co ufts_@yiéure 4.3
has achieved the requirement for the Constructw (% al,‘?@‘}é; Awang et.
al., 2015). %
| O s
NS
4.7 The Assessment for Convg@ alidity an om@te Reliability

d
\ &
For the assessment of Con rge’vt ity, t‘@udy needs to compute Average
Variance Extracted (A con}t ;(Jé-h'ie@ Convergent Validity if its AVE

& | |
exceeds the threshold Mof 016 g et &QOlS). As for assessing the Composite

Reliability, the stu%e s to e theé&y and its value should exceed the threshold

¢

value of 0.6 fQis'}Iiab' ity h‘i'e\é_gAwang et al., 2015). The AVE and CR for all
constructs 0 putedr aiu‘g;ent@] Table 4.24.
OIS
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Table 4.24 The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and CompositeSehaility (CR)

Constructs Code Loading CR AVE
Self-Efficacy SE2 0.76 O%z 0.679
SE3 0.86

SE4 0.90 z l

SE5 0.80 l\d
HP1 0.8 0.925 s {'QGG

Hope
HP2 0 g
HP3 4 &y
Resilience RS1 Oé. 6 N g
RS2 %N78 0\ 6ng
RS3 \ 0{ 0 0.885
-
RS4 (o ﬁﬂ,? N
N
Optimism 1% : 0,668 0.890
Work Engageme \ Vigp ; 0.752 0.901
0.748 0.856
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With reference to the Average Variance Extracted (AVE nana)Composite

Reliability (CR) values in Table 4.24, the study found that all A CR exceeded

their threshold values of 0.5 and 0.6 respectively (Awang et al’}

can conclude that the Convergent Validity and Compasite ?ellability for all latent

constructs in the model have been achieved. ‘\d
® \Y.
|5
4 b 4
4.8 The Assessment of Discriminant Valldlt ng st cts \'
The study needs to assess another typ Wth odekg ely, discriminant
validity. The discriminant validity assessm t | en e th@no redundant constructs

occur in the model. Redundant cons ccurs Whe a y of constructs in the model

are highly correlated. For asse Mt e di nt |ty, one needs to develop the
discriminant validity indeX s cry as show |r1 T 4.25. The diagonal values in bold
4

are the square root of e A E spec constructs while other values are the

correlation coeffici t ee of t spectlve constructs.
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Table 4.25 The Discriminant Validity Index Summara ,
Job

Self- Hope Resilience  Optimism  Work

Efficacy En% t  Performance
Self-Efficacy .824

Hope .668 .897 Y. '

Resilience 312 .275 811 \d
Optimism .529 .392 .348 81 ' ’C’\)*T
Work 405 .184 448 .6 ‘,8 Y—.\
Engagement T \ B g

Job 556 281 400 c\,eszo v\ 17 Q,,é .864
Performance \

Referring to Table 4.25, the Disgl\'

r@ective construct is achieved
if the square root of its AV ds its co tiora%}lue with other constructs in the
N
15). 1

model (Awang et al., 20 other wWords{ the {liﬁcriminant Validity is achieved if the

diagonal values (in p‘@e hi ‘1ert any,0Other values in its row and its column. The

tabulated values@le .25
crimi

study concl the D

AN
N
S

ON
}lheugféshold of Discriminant Validity. Thus, the

nt Validity for all constructs in this study is achieved.

Yv
N
S
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o
4.9 The Structural Model and Structural Equation Modeling (Slmc}

Once the report for the CFA procedure is completed an alues meet the
required thresholds for validity and reliability, the researcher\v conclude that the
measurement models for all latent constructs involved in m iuave been validated

(Awang et al., 2015). Then, the next step for the researchegis to se'?ﬂ@ese constructs

.
into the structural model in order to execute Structu quatio eljngk‘(%‘gM). The
constructs should be arranged from left to right,begi mg% xog@-us constructs
at the far left, followed by the mediator @ S in"‘he 'ddle,@‘qhe endogenous
construct at the far right (Afthanorhan et 9). 6

NPJS
SEK
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PP 000 000

PRERR® AR ®®E

The output ;‘@ fra@xecu
estimated Stanﬁ%\ [

e,
’Ieg're ne' Péthy~ Coefficients.
O
Regression@!ﬁic‘jﬁ VS) er@structs are presented in Figure 4.11.
s

Figure 4.10  The Structural Model for this Study 3 )
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Figure 411  The Estimated Standardized Regression Path Cﬁ%c'aﬂ
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determination) e odf (o ed’fr@n“}igure 4.11) is provided in Table 4.26.
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Table 4.26 The Coefficient of Multiple Determination 5&)

Endogenous R? Conclusion

Construct z
A

Work 0.48 The self-efficacy, hope, resiliencimlg ism manage to

Engagement explain about 49 percent of the

agliment.
e, optimismgmanage to

Job 0.62 The self-efficacy, hope, r
Performance explain about 62 percent ofgthe job performance *
plan st 62 perant ot ¥ por g+
| 9 '
The Regression weights or Regression coeffiei l% together with their

2 '
respective significance is presented in Tabl Qﬁw ‘W é
\t) o)
: R

Table 4.27 The Regressio

i { Their Significance
e
i S. P Result

1

%902 2107 .035 Significant
& g

.1986,%.074 2672 008  Significant

Work_Engagement <---  Self Effic ,

Work_Engagement — <--- ope z

Work_Engagement <--- . Resilience \ .2@45/ .065 4.007  .000 Significant

Work_Engagement Qﬁmh@ @ .091 6.441  .000 Significant

Job_Performance - zf_tffi :' .340 .098 3.476  .000 Significant

Job_PerformanQ&--
&/--°

pe E\ -.102 078  -1.307 .191 Not Significant

Job_Performan ili .057 .067 .850 .395  Not Significant
&

Job_Pesrformance <--- Optimishls 210 .104 2.008 .045 Significant

Jo ance <---  Work_Engagement 493 .091 5.438 .000 Significant

Using the results in Table 4.27, the hypothesis is carried out in Table 4.28.
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Table 4.28 The Hypothesis Testing for Direct Effect Relati n(sﬂas

H1

H2

H3

H4

H5

H6

H7

H8

H9

Direct Effect Hypothesis Result
There is a significant relationship between Self-Efficacy\? : Supported

and work engagement
There is a significant relationship between Hop X d08 Supported
work engagement '

There is a significant relationship between {Resilience ‘ﬁorted
of
and work engagement -\
e b ¥

There is a significant relationship bet\Wpthﬁn{Q &5' Supported

and work engagement. \,
There is a significant relationsh@en Self-Efficacy ‘&000 Supported

and job performance \ A
There is a significant relationship<etween Hope anctﬁ) Not
AL 191

performance \ Supported

There is a significan ions between ;&bsilience Not
) g q TIO [ .395
and job perform% 0’ Supported
ican bet

=

:
There is a signifi @Sﬂ %Vé}% Optimism 05 Supported
and job per ance '
jobp ﬂ;LH. &
There is Nniicar?l ﬁors%-d between Work 000 Supported
h :

Enga ntand j

A
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The hypothesis testing for the mediation effects of a mediator construct in the

model is carried out separately as shown in Table 4.29.

4.10 Hypothesis Testing for Indirect Effect Relationshi K l

AN

Table 4.29

The Hypothesis for testing Mediators

N\

The Hypothesis Testing for moré and I\/'eth? of Avrm!ys'is

ethod of Analysis

H10

Work Engagement mediates the relat@et
and job performance \ O

\ A
E &
11 Work Engagement mediates the ionship b en and job
performance

Work Engagement %zthe reIJions ip f)eh@n Resilience and

job performanC\
Work Enga&ﬁt

job perf

H12

H13

CDE
e
de

k\
] $ Path  Analysis in
ffi
SEM

and
Bootstrapping
Path  Analysis in
SEM
Bootstrapping

and

Path  Analysis in
SEM
Bootstrapping

and

Path  Analysis in
SEM
Bootstrapping

and

is 40 testing is carried @h Table 4.29 and Figure 4.11.
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Table 4.30  Testing the Mediator - self-efficacy — work engagement '&arformance

Work Engagement mediates the relationship betwe%g-Efficacy and job

H10 | performance
: |

~ l "\?i"&\‘r

Work Engagement

.59
40

Self Efficacy - ' Job Performance

. .
Figure 4.12  Testi gthe(elf—effi'acy wor, %agement—job performance
) 4 &
AT O

The indirect effectl a = 0.40 (significant)

The indirect effect2 b = 0.59 (significant)

Total indirect effect a x b = (0.40).(0.59) = 0.236

The direct effect ¢ = 0.32 (significant)

Thus, the mediation occurs since both a and b are significant

The type of mediation is partial mediation since the direct effect c is also
significant.

ok wdpE

ximum Likelihood) bootstrapping procedure using 5000 bootstrap samples

E a
@ercentile confidence interval 95% and bias-corrected confidence interval 95%.

165



4.11 Bootstrapping *

In referred to above hypotheses results, in order to get the desiandings; (Maximum
Likelihood), a bootstrapping procedure using 5000 bo axamrle with percentile

confidence interval 95% and bias-corrected confidence rval 95 applied. It is
@

Y
used in applied machine learning to estimate the %’wachi I itjg_@els when

making predictions on data not included in the dﬁ esuluv;presented in

T
the following table. The bootstrap results ar W rizéq in le 4.4@
o
A

Table 4.31  The Bootstrapping P, (gqe fo@\?rmn iation Test in Figure 4.6
(4]
%I

rect Effect “ & " Direct Effect

\ X

Bootstrapping Results 0.236, | A%\ 0.320

L

Bootstrapping P-Value \; 0008 Q:'" 0.000
1\ e

Result &\ ignif@‘t Significant

_ - Vi

tJ';JI Metidtion since the direct effect is significant
GO

N
Hypoth&&ting is ca ried‘ou(%i?f‘l’able 4.26 and Figure 4.7.

Tabl N Testing the Medi%r - hope — work engagement — job performance
e Hypothesis for testing a Mediator
Work Engagement mediates the relationship between Hope and job
performance
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Work Engagement
18 .68

16
Hope = Job Performance b

~
Figure 4.13  Testing the hope — v&rk%ﬁqe ~job p:zs@?nance
e o)

The indirect effectl a = 0.18 (5|gn|f|cant)

The indirect effect2 b = 0.68 (significant)

Total indirect effect axb = (0.18).(0.68) = 0.122

The direct effect ¢ = 0.16 (significant)

Thus, the mediation occurs since both a and b are significant

The type of mediation is partial mediation since the direct effect c is

significant
> &
&

In ordert \fli‘ the b tlon test results, this study employed the ML

(MaX|mum ood)— ra plné\procedure using 5000 bootstrap samples with

oakrwbdPE

percentQ Idence interval 9@%6' and bias-corrected confidence interval 95%. The

result™ sented in the following table. The bootstrap results are summarized in Table
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Table 4.33  The Bootstrapping Procedure for Confirming Mediation Test ':BFigure 4.7

Indirect Effect Q: Eect ffect
Bootstrapping Results 0.122 \, 0.165
Bootstrapping P-Value 0.024 ? " 0.008
|
Result Significant ignificant
| .
Mediation Type Partial Mediation sihee the dirict t:?ct'is s&%«ﬁficant
' S\
P 4 ; /
: U . . \'Y'
The testing of hypothesis 12 is carried out mTibl, .28 \Prgure 4$‘
| | ] g
Table 4.34  Testing the Mediator - rem —work e gem@ job performance
ps A
The Hypothesis for testing a Madiator N
. S
H12 | Work Engagement mediates i0 sTlip b?/veen ifience and job performance

Work Engagement

45

11

Resilience = |ob Performance

N : > :
4.14  Testing tht\c@smence — work engagement — job performance

e
Nj
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N

The indirect effectl a = 0.45 (significant)

The indirect effect2 b = 0.66 (significant)

Total indirect effect a x b = (0.45)(0.66) = 0.297

The direct effect ¢ = 0.11 (not significant)

Thus, the mediation occurs since both a and b are significant

The type of mediation is full mediation since the direct effect c is not

significant.
~ 7.
In order to reconfirm the above mediation test Its, this stud etrple%t‘agthe ML
A
usmg

5000_bo strq@&émples with

oakrwdrE

(Maximum Likelihood) bootstrapping proced

percentile confidence interval 95% and bias-co ctes\ c 'dean&jrval 95%. The

result is presented in the following tab@ootstrap ts @Summarized in Table
4.29. (,)
? R / QC}
AQ’
oce('

Table 4.35  The Bootstrappi ure f&r onfi@ing Mediation Test in Figure 4.8
N
% direc}E NV Direct Effect
Y

¢

Bootstrapping Resulis | 0.29 é"’ 0.109
&7 &)

Bootstrapping P-\’NQE . C—g') 0.102

Result Not Significant

. 'Eull Mé'diation since the direct effect is not significant

"

Mediati

S =

Th esis 13 testing is carried out in Table 4.30 and Figure 4.9

S
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Table 4.36  Testing the Mediator - optimism — work engagement — jo perarmance

The Hypothesis for testing a Mediator

H13 Work Engagement is mediated in the relationship b%goptimism and job

performance T

N

Work Engagement

62 o4

.28

Optimism B Job Performance

- ~/
Figure 4.15  Testing,the o 'mirﬁﬁk’er@ment—job performance
°

The indirect effectl a = 0.62 (significant)

The indirect effect2 b = 0.54 (significant)

Total indirect effect a x b = (0.621).(0.54) = 0.3348

The direct effect ¢ = 0.28 (significant)

Thus, the mediation occurs since both a and b are significant

The type of mediation is partial mediation since the direct effect c is
significant.

NN
$
S

ook wnE

&’
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In order to reconfirm the above mediation test results, this study pla/ed the ML
(Maximum Likelihood) bootstrapping procedure using 5000 bov samples with

percentile confidence interval 95% and bias-corrected confiw terval 95%. The

result is presented in the following table. The bootstrap r Itgre summarized in Table

4.37. ‘\d
¥

Table 4.37  The Bootstrapping Procedure for Configming Mediation Test-in Figure 4.9
A w 4 d \;Stm

Indirect Effect - CtE
\;S i é@
Bootstrapping Results 0.335 c') | 80 &
Bootstrapping P-Value 0.000 \ - 0.0QL)
Result Signifiéa . \% ignificant
anifi ast) e
Mediation Type Parti iatioh sin e direet effect is significant

o
N
L
3
3
QD
3
S,
I
<
/E
o
T 4
P
3
by
Qo(;

N |
G Lo 4,3
This chapter s arizes t% d?a n&sz(s_jesults of the survey responses and quantitative

S

findings. Tw ults Obtai wfm@ hypotheses, 11 hypotheses are significant and 2
)

hypotmée not significant asi'é’summarized in Table 4.38. Figure 4.16 presents the

fin work for this study.

S
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Work

Engagement

Optimism

Figure 4.16 odel o O

? A
A
Table43ﬂé4°)mm H ei‘j@ult

¥

Performance

Direct Effect Hypothesis % ] fﬁl = ~N Result
He There is a mgn% elatlon,hlp eiW "\—Hope and job  Not Supported
performance \\ (L},
H There is a S|gn|f|cant relatlonshlp between Resilience and job  Not Supported
performance
Hg There is a siAgnificefnt 'rel‘eftTor-\ship-Between Optimism and job Supported
performance
HE There is a-significah-t rel-ationgﬁip between Self-Efficacy and job Supported
4performance
. There is a significant relationship between Self-Efficacy and Supported
work engagement
There is a significant relationship between Hope and work Supported

engagement

172



Direct Effect Hypothesis 5 )Result
rk

H3 There is a significant relationship between Resilience and Supported
engagement

Ha There is a significant relationship between Optimism §d~ k Supported
engagement. \ |

Ho There is a significant relationship between Work Engagementd Supported
and job performance - _ i ’ ¢ \Y‘

H10 Work Engagement mediates the relationship between Self- —Q?Jpported
Efficacy and job performance )

11 Work Engagement mediates the relationshi-p between I-Tope an-d3~ Supported
job performance

Hio Work Engagement mediates the relaﬁonship between Resilience Supported
and job performance

H13 Work Engagement mediatmelationship-bétweéh Optimism Supported

and job performance

y | O
’$ &
. N O
4.13 Conclusion | %

A N
This chapter has h’agsed[he re I?land_%iddings of this research. As a conclusion, a

very good re%o rate ?e QQ&(ned from the respondents despite their busy
4
schedule. W :

atory facCtor anaixjﬁs were conducted to establish the construct validity
of all variables. Validity ah' reliability tests were also conducted to determine the
i eéi consistency between items and minimize random errors.  Furthermore,

minant validity indicates a good measurement for all listed items. In this chapter

also, the final structural models and the direct hypothesized results between each variable
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are clearly presented. Lastly, the mediation results are shown in Se faal section.
Overall, majority of the findings support the hypotheses, namel two were not
supported (Job performance — hope, job performance — resilience)s, These findings will be

discussed further in the next chapter. q '
"é NY. o
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