CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a detailed description of the statistical analysis conducted to test the

hypotheses related to the conceptual model. We conducted data analysis on a usable sample of

2 .
274 respondents collected through our survey. We first discuss the steps we followed to prepare

on of preliminary data analysis. In the preliminary data analysis

our data followed by the descripti

descriptive statistics along with the statistical measures to

Sectinm o o .
ection, a summary account of the

check for and correct for non-normality of the distribution is described comprehensively. In the

bed correlation analysis carried out between the

preliminary data analysis, we have also descri

provide the details of the Exploratory Factor

Independent and dependent variables. Next, we

Analysis employed using SPSS version 23 and Confirmatory Factor Analysis conducted to

t of the model using AMOS 20 statistical package.

determine the reliability, validity and overall fi
ural equation modeling. We further

The proposed structural model (Model 1) is tested using struct

conduct moderation analysis (Model 1) to examine the interaction effect of employee creativity
gement where creative personality (characterized by

an :
d creative personality on employee enga
a dichotomous variable, moderated the relationship

adapt; , .
plive and innovative cognitive style), as

b
etween employee creativity and employee engagement.

S. .
2.p reparing the Data

plete the data was checked for inconsistencies and

On
ce data collection for this study Was com
r analysis and interpretation. First, the questionnaires

in ) ‘
Accuracies before considering it for furthe
onses that were discarded then.

“ere checked manually for any incomplete resP
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Data Entry & Cleaning
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ng includes a number of tasks that include removing all the

by cleani
caning the data. Data cleani
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data was < .
was standardized before being used for further analysis.

r all the variables measured in this study for gathering

We u
sed a five point Likert scale fo

ely worded questions that were reverse coded because

partici :
pants’ responses. There were negativ
lhe scon
ori T
ng for these questions 1S different. All the data was then systematically arranged to b
€

use, isti
d for statistical analysis

S. .
3. Preliminary Analysis

out of which 274 samples were fit to be used

A tot
al -

sample of 278 participants Were collected,
for fy
rther analysis as the rest Were incomplete and inconsistent. Our questionnaire consisted of
dto demographics of the participants. These were open-

tWO

a . .
parts; first part had questions relate
designation and work experience.

s department. their

ended .
questions that included: participant’
nder and education (based on

Furth

. ' .
r, there were multiple choice questions pertaining (0 28% B
of the questionnaire contained questions that

the § :
EC grid from MRS, 2011)- The second part

tudy Viz. Task C ived Organization

Izaracteristics, Perce

Meag
ure ;
d the constructs used in our ]
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Support, Perceived S
d Supervisor S
sor Support, Perceived T
pport, Perceived Value Congruence, Intrinsic. M
< ; sic Motivation
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Sample Characteristics

M() S g
Most of our 7

ur sample atl I g

I p()pllldll()ll C()l’llpl’lSC(l of l]lleCS ( 99/6) ﬂlld Ol]l)’ a fl"]Cl.

fcn | ¢ action COll][)l'iSCd f
nales (21%). T . 0

s 0). l 2 A 22 3 :

he w orl\mg ]')()Plllilll()l'l n hOlCl organi ,illiOllS 1S Mo tly vy 1

rc”cct\. | Sty iOUlh which even

S 1N our sa

sample re e ¢ - ;
I le. Here. more than 40% of the Cl’l]plO}’CCS arc Zl‘.!Cd between 26 to 33

nearly 3( - - J5 years,

- )0'() l =

J 1c betwee 2 *S 3 ._—
cen the ages of 18 to 25 }’CHFS. zmd the rest are above 34 years of a I'l
average - | - )
ge work ex g k (79
L-\PCI'ILIH(,‘C q . marticiDs . 1S ar ] 9
of our pdlll(.lpdnlb 1S lellnd ycars. A huge chunk ( %) of th
4 . €

aming are diploma holders

al degree holders and the rem

samp|
¢ consists i

1sists of general or profession
profile of our respondents is presented in Table 5.1

and hi
](lh e
&S . T
chool graduates. The dcmographic

cprcsenlalio

I able 5.1. Demographic R
7 Dcp_mgraghiq»\»/_a»riabl_ci__
25 years (29.9%)

hee |18
26 to 33 years (42.7%)
ars (19.3%)

34 to 41 ye
42 & above (7.3%)
219 females

Gender
799, males
- ance: 7.34 years

Work Experience
Education :

11.3% diploma holders
79.9% genera] & professri‘ox |

m——— E—
I—— v ==

9.2 Degering:
scriptive Statistics
De
SCript'
lv . . i .
I e statistics js the summary that quamitatwely describes the features of a dataset. It
1e]p
S to . . ' i .
d examine the trends and pattern® of our dataset which in turn gIVes meaning to the raw
aty
gat} it
ered. In our study, we used mean as {he measure of central tendency, standard deviation
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as the meas < . : ,
as the measure of dispersion of data. We
considerine skew :

idering skewness (measure of symmetry)

Table 5.2. Measures of Central Tenden

also checked the data for normal distribution by

and kurtosis (pointedness of peak distribution).

cy

Mean Sta

Constructs

ndard

Deviation

Task Characteristics 4.15 564
Perceived Organization Support 3.82 059
Perceived Supervisor Support 352 549
Intrinsic Motivation 438 489
Creative Self-Efficacy 4.18 508
Perceived Value Congruence 419 A9
Employee Engagement 424 520
Employee Creativity 4.06 594

3.99 407

Creative Personality

Me ’
~=2fan and Standard Deviation

The
mean value for all of the independent and dependent v

and 4.06 for el

aga

g gClﬂCl’ll

Mean .
values of 4.24 for employee ¢€n

ariables is greater than 3.5. The high

nployee creativity constructs

Sug - . tiue individuals. Also, the highest
geest that the respondents are highly engaged and highly creative ! ‘ =
Meay v, : : - notivated (see Table 5.2).
A0 value of 4.38 indicates that employees are highly internally ! ad
- Di i 4 mnmet
Table 5.3. Measures of Dispersion & SY1 S
r———————— Skewness Kurtosis
Constructs m— s
Task Characteristics . 490
Perceived Organization SUPI:’rt 415 745
Perceived Supervisor Supp© 303 421
Intrinsic Motivation 73 .352
Creative Self-Efficacy 537 718
. e
Perceived Value C ongruenc -541 464
Employee Engagement a4 306
Employee C reativity 32 _309

Creative personality
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deviatj
ation becomes unacceptable.

Skew
MSS and Kurtosis

Skew
cwness s v
ss is the deoree of dis : 3 1
¢ degree of distortion from the symmetrical bell curve used to examine normal
J C
dig[ | i
stributio '
0T is 4 meacure of . : e i .
is a measure of lack of symmetry 1 data distribution. For a fairly skewed data, the

measure the deviation from the horizontal

Valueg
S must ranve fr ' i
t range from -1 to 1. We can quzmlllmbly
Symm
) C“—\ [0 o ; 5 - 5 ~ ) 5
v towards cither left or right (Groeneveld & Meeden, 1984). Likewise, kurtosis

n]Cagur
= CS l 5 el > R X < 1 1
he tails of the distribution and not the flatness or peak of 1t. It is a measure of outliers
Present
. in the distributi > X
the distribution of data ((imch\’cld & Meeden, 1984). The acceptable range of
skew
1CSs ¢ i istri '
iid kurtosis is +2/-2 for the data 1o be normally distributed (Field, 2013; George &

M

él“Cr b - is 1
Y. 2010: Trochim & Donnelly. 2006). The skewness and kurtosis 1 our data are out of the

Plable range (see Table 5.3).

Table 5.4. Test for N£1111ality ) -
o ; v-Smirnov’ Shapiro-Wilk

S
Kolmogoro

Construct Name

“Sutstic  df Sig Sutistic df Sig
Task Characieristics 066 278 006 935 278 .000
PeI‘CeiVed Ol‘ganizalion SuppOl'l 094 278 OOO 965 278 000
Teiiruste Motioation o0 278 003 971 278 000
Creative Self-Efficac 121 278 .000 931 278 .000
Percei " s 000 970 278 000
eived Value Congruence 089
Emp] 278 002 958 278 .000
Ployee Engagement 071
Employee Creativi o 278 002 067 278 000
cativity '069 278 003 984 278 .004

Creatj
) Le.?lllve Personality
“.-"I—IJFfOrS Significance Correction __

==y
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HCI’ICC
. We now calculate > Shani lk i
llLUldIL the Shdplr() W ilk’s (Sl]ilpll'() & \Vl”\ ]9()5) and Kolmogorov Smirno
~ - \I

test (Lillief
Alliefors. 1967: Masseyv Jr <
1967: Massey Jr.. 1951) to check our data for normality. These techniques are
2 «

most wj
e idely use Y 11 1
v used for testing that the data is normally distributed. All calculations have been

conducted usi
iducted using SPSS software
& . . < .

I h( re u ] l I =Y ‘ SVeY A Q
S ll\ SH( 1¢ [ I N ata 1 l 14 ( .\ 1 €( I3 C D. . =
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both
tests are lese . F . &
re less than 0.05. We thus, reject the null hypothesis that the data is normally

distri
Stributed. T
d. The data ic __ o . : .
1 data is unfit for further multivariate statistical analysis wherein data distribution

(
inking that qualifies data to be used for conducting

2011
<NLl) p —
Popularly known as. fractional T

Parameyyic tests

Fract:
actj
onal R: . o :
al Ranking for Data I'ransformation

a into normal distribution. We

USlng fril(_‘[i()nr” 7 : g { g
. al ranking technique. W¢ (ransformed oul dat
f()“()wed IhC
two step method as proposed by Templeton (2011)
after Fractional&ankin I
= Shapiro-Wilk

’Q\%..______._Tﬂlllﬁ 5.5. Test for Normality
Construct Name Kolmogoro

v-Smirnov’

— e ar | Sig  Sutste df  Sig
e B g e B3 O 256
' 987 273 016

EaSk Characteristics
Pcrcewed Organization Support 079 273 000 273 .103
erceived Supervisor Support 077 273 .00l 991 2 _
Intrinsic Motivation o | 2m 200 273 122
(reative Self-Efficacy 134 273 200* 941 ;;3 éi?
I};erceived Value Congruence 077 273 -200: .982 273 .OOO
Mployee Engagement 070 273 s - 273 .002
Employee Creativi e Tl 982 '
reativity '025 573 .200% 997 273 830

Cre 1 P |
.atlve € SOI]alily fic
IS 1S d : !
I h IS a |0wer hound Ol th tr signitl

a. L]} o s
%@Qg&;mﬁ ancgﬁcjﬁ?ﬁﬂ(}n&ﬁﬁzﬁ,

ance.

¢
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ally distributed z-scores /e
) s-scores. We performed the data
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¢ transformed data (see Table 5.:9):

ilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov. test qualifies the

Thc S1oni
significance v
icance value (p-0.05) of Shapiro W

now accept the null hypothesis that the data lies in

Const
structs as
s normally distributed. Thus. we

n()rn P .
1al distributi
stributio / 7 i
n. We can now perform parametric test on the iransformed data (provided in

T‘lbl( 5
d ()) ]] ¢ des( ( $
X2 1¢ SQ T S = o a > C s
l S “b[l\ C .\[ZHISUCS SI]U\\' [hal [h‘ Ve |Un,< Of :kL\\'nCSS dnd kllllOSiS now ]1(.

bc[
Ween
the ac
cee ' ' istri
ptable range of +2/-2 and hence the data 1s considered as normally distributed.

aIlLr Data 'l mnsfonnalnon

-~ e Table 5.6. l)uulpll\ 6 Sumstiu >>>>> :
i Mean Sl'mdmd ‘Skewness Kurtosis
— Deviation
— o e O T
;)Zrccf\'cd Organization Support 0044 98048 -.020 -.225
r(.ICIVCd Supervisor Support 0041 97470 035 -.202
Intrinsic Motivation o053 o318 0¥ -325
[()realivc Self-Efficacy Corsa 92788 27 -597
erceived Value Congruence .0009 96792 -.101 -436
ijployee Engagement -.0031 96016 +J52 -479
Employee Creativity 0018 97069 -.089 -397
034 -.169

Credtlve Personality 0096 503
= - ,’dw

“‘—‘*Q:Zz,z-
DUy

Co
%
In
the
pr ' 1 . . .
Sliingry analysis, we examine the strength of association petween all the independent
correlation coefficient (denoted by

de
Pend ‘
ent variables. Thus, next W€ calculate the Pearson
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) to measure the relatedness between two variables. This test 1s used when the variables are

numerical and the data is normally distributed (Williams, 1996).

E v : g ith ~ isti
mployee Engagement is positively correlated with Task Characteristics (r=0.535), Perceived

Organization Support (r=0.329). perceived Supervisor Support (r=0.141), Perceived Value

Congruence (r=0.550). Intrinsic Motivation (r=0.598) and Creative Self-Efficacy (r=0.552).

Even Employee Creativity is posili\'cly correlated with Task Characteristics (r=0.538), Perceived
Organization Support (r=0.300), perceived Supervisor Support (r=0.060), Perceived Value
(‘Ongucncc (r=0.537). Intrinsic Motivation (=0.477) and Creative Self-Efficacy (r=0.677).
There also appears to be a strong correlation between EE & EC (1=0.649), EE & CP (1=0.553)
and EC & Cp (r=0.6006). Most of the independent variables also appear to be positively
correlated (see Table 5.7). The only negative correlation is between Perceived Supervisor

S
Upport and Creative Personality (= -0.034).

Table 5.7. Correlation Matrix 2 of Al Varieb =
> - Table 5 6 7 8 9
OnstI'U(,lg 1 3 4 I
T
p
PSS 450 1
IMS 137% 236%* |
- soger 3300 040 ! |
e *
SE A24rx  289%r 190 467 g
EVC 4809k 263%* 101 '566** ':;8** 552** 1
E o = 550** : *
- 141% . sk 649%F 1
i sawe 39m AOT e e 1T e goee 1
Cp 538 300%* e 596" 433% 58T
509%*  212%% - '
C(('rrq‘"l()n is significant at the 0.01 level (2- ~tailed)-
‘\il:,l.mim is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tiled)
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5.4. Data Analysis I: Canonical Correlation

We found that a majority of the empirical studies conducted with respect to employee
engagement and employee creativity have used multiple regression analysis technique for
deriving results. Multiple regression is a quantitative technique used to understand the
relationships of many independent variables with a single dependent variable and since our study
comprises of more than one dependent variable, we conducted the analysis using the canonical
correlation technique. A canonical correlation analysis, using SAS university edition (available

online), was conducted using the six antecedents as predictor variables of the two work

behaviors to evaluate the multivariate shared relationship between the two variable sets (i.e.,
antecedents and work behavior). The analysis yielded two functions with squared canonical
correlations (R, ) of .604 and .099 for each successive function. Collectively, the full model
across all functions was statistically significant using the Wilks's A = .357 criterion, F (12,
330.00) = 29.779, p < .0001 (see Table 5.8). Because Wilks’s A represents the variance

Ids the full model effect size in an » metric. Thus, for the set

Unexplained by the model, 1-  yie
of two canonical functions. the 1 type effect size was .643, which indicates that the full model
of the variance shared between the variable sets.

®Xplained a substantial portion, about 64%,
1e first function was considered noteworthy in the

Given the R¢* effects for each function, only tl
he second function only explained 9.9% of the

context of this study (60.4% of the variance). T
action of the prior function (see Table 5.9).

’emaining variance in the variable sets after the extr
jents and structure coefficients for

: i ffic
Table 5.10 presents the standardized canonical function co€
i the function 1 for each
Functions 1. The squared structure coefficients are also given for
terion variables were relevant

s, one sees that all cr1

vari '
Ariable, Looking at the Function coefficient |
port making secondary

i anization Sup
€xcept perceived supervisor support and percelved org
79



contribit; - | B |
ntribution to the synthetic criterion variable. I'his conclusion was supported by the squared

S[ : > coeftier e . ~ .
ructure cocfficients. These antecedents also tended to have the larger canonical function

coefficients. Exceptions involved pcrcci\'cd organization support, which had low function

coefficient but modest structure coefficient. This result was due to the multicollinearity this

Varie s b : . . ‘ ‘
ariable had with the other criterion variables.

R o s T S e T
cgarding the predictor variable set viz a VIZ antecedents 1 Function 1, creative self efficacy

Was the primary contributor to the predictor synthetic variable, with a secondary contabution by
sk characteristies perceived value congruence and intrinsic motivation. All of the antecedents
e Positively related to employee engagement and employee creativity. These results were

generally supportive of the theoretically expected relationships

Moving to criterion variables viz a Viz employee engagement and employee creativity, the
coefficients in Table 5.10 suggest that they both are of nearly same relevance to the antecedent
Variables, Engagement and creativity were also positively related. The correlation values for each
of the antecedents in context to engagement and creativity are nearly same. They are moderately
variance of each of the antecedents affecting the

hig
igh and positive correlations (Table 5.11)- T
imilar to one another and vice versa. The

) . f ( ivi are sit
Ical variable o en,__uagement and ‘reatlvﬂy ¢ S
an al'tiCle publiShed by She]ly &

| i i elp of
Merpretation of these findings Were inferred with the help

Hensop (2005)
del
for the Full CCA mo '
\T"’* Table 5.8. Satistical S1ZN1 Significance Test [;DF L —
h\eit&ime Value F Value Num. o e
Ll 29.78 12.00
~—_2mbda 35673 .
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[dblL 5.9. LILLI]\ alues and Canonical Correlation

Root  CanCorr. .\djllbltd Approx. Squared Eigen- Diff.  Propor- Cumu-

No. CanCorr. Standard ~ CanCorr.  value tion lative
—" Error

l 0.777 0772 0.024 0.604 1.5263 1.4167 0.933 0.933
el 0.314 0.295 0. ()55 0.099 0.1096 0.067 1.000

——ews e oo

Table 5.10. C an

L

onical Solutmn for Antecedents Predicting Work Behavior.

Function |

Variable
Coef. 1y I (%)
e Enlfis | 42 .16 OLIG
Perceived Organization 056 436 18.98
Support
Perceived Supervisor ~022 139 1.93
Support
Perceived Value 189  .768 59.02
Congruence
Intrinsic Motivation 290 785 56.98
Creative Self-Efficacy 468 873 76.25
R¢” 60.42
Employee Engagement 518 .897 80.4}4
Employee Creativity 583 920 _84.35 |
= structure coefficient. ryo = squared structure coefficient.

Noge- s s ) e . —
1= standardized canonical function cocfficient. !

Table 511, Correlation between Antecedent

s, Employee Eng

ragement & Employee Creativity

— and their Opposite Canonical Variable .
Work Behavior Employee Employee Opposite
Engagement Creativity C anonical
Antecedent Variable
T 2 588
Task Characteristics 537 '539 53
Perceived Organization 323 28 .
SUppon
60 108
Perceived Supervisor 141 0
Sttt 597
Perceived Value Congruence .549 j:;Z 5
Intrinsic Motivation .597 -674 i
Creative Self-Efficacy 553 -715
Opposite Canonical Variable 697 . —
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3.
5. Data Analysis I1:

55.1. Ex
‘xploratory Factor Analysis

\\/’ N
¢ C()l]dll('[ >
Ld C\PIU[" rn ‘ s [ (
‘ atory factor llnﬂ]\'\' 5 ide if imi C 11
J sis o ld ‘nlll\' ill]d =limi > 1 1
J J nate s ‘alc iems 1 elev i
N \'. | S cleV ant to IhlS
Y S context ¢ d
. dnd 1o dC\'CIU < CS I [
l) d (.]ll >stronnalre lhﬂ[ was v ll t g
1 O our Stlld\’ KI\’IO ¢ d B: :
- | Y. an drtle[ S
€S ()t \;ph,_ s
A rcity was S £ 1CtO
J das  Uus Cd 1o ChCCl\' th Z'leI‘O late 5SS 3 i
plldanC.\\ 01 diuﬂ (S‘CC I‘ﬂblc 5 1 }) I' v
€ S 5 . ror t( tor
M() VﬂlllCS ShOUld be ﬂbO\"e 050 alld

,15[0[)\.,~_- . e
¢ statistically significant and suitable. the K

Bartle
“Het's test
St s AR - - .
hould have p<0.05. In our factor analysis. W€ observed that KMO value for all
¢ a

p<0.001, which suggests the data is fit for

constryc i
structs js : -
ts is above 0.50 and Bartlet's test was

conductj 5
icting factor analysis.

rlet’s Test & KMO

Table 5.12. Ba
Values

M:c;dcl Fit measurcs
= ;/_;:_;L:};Z—"h«;—ljg_; S —— .w::’J_E)f:léZ,O_;A =
12147.625

Bartlet’s test

(approx. chi square)
DF 2701
Sig. 0.000

e

PCA) method for extracting factors since it

W
€ en

plo . .
ployed the Principal component analysis (
ear combinatior

1s of variables that retain as much

Prody,
ce :
components that represent the lin
eio & Shuck, 2014). We used

infg
matj i
Ion as possible about the original measured variables (R
Vari;
n . . : :
aX rotation to find the minimum number of factors accounting for maximum variance.
Nu
nn : : i
ally (1978) suggests that a cut-off of 0.50 or 0.60 1 sufficient for factor loadings of a scale
udy, we set of a cut-off limit for factor scores

itel]']
to .
be considered in a particular factor. Inour st
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at 0.50 for a better validation of our scales. The items that loaded at a value of 0.50 or above

were retained for further analysis. Any items that loaded below 0.50, were eliminated from the

questionnaire. We conducted exploratory factor analysis on 135 scale items of our questionnaire

that represent our study”s independent and dependent variab

a convenient set of 74 scale items (given in Table 5.13).

Table 5.13. Factor Loadings

les. This set of items was reduced to

Variables Fac-tor
loadings
"Task C haractenistics ork 794
The job allows me 10 make my own decisions about how to schedule my work 242
The job allow s me to make a lot of decisions on my own T 690
The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions i how I do the work 662
The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom i .730
The job involves a great deal of task variety .783
The job involves doing a number of different lhings_ 733
Tlhc Job requires the performance of a wide range of tasks. 716
¢ Job involves performing a varicty of tasks. . o onle 670
he results of m\’p\t:rfrkn::: fikclv to ;:igliiﬁc““'ly affect the h“.c.s (:' m::‘f.rll?:'r:)g':k 641
he job itself is vory signiﬁcanl'zmd jmportant in the bx.'oac?cr scheme 610
he job has 2 large 'impacl on people outside the prgzmnzmmn. e outside the organization. 672
The work performed on the job has a significant jmpact on peopic 0 s e ond. 670
The job is arranged so that 1 can do an entire picee of work r‘rom ? ‘\'x%:?l:ll lgcgin 729
he job provides me the chance to completely finish the picces © . 757
::cjnb allows me to complete work | slur:l. t and clear information about the cffectiveness (e.g.. quality and .692
¢ work activities themselves provide direet @ é
-duantity) of my job performance
erecived Organization Support o R 796
he Organization fails to appreciate any extra cffort from m¢ 812
¢ organization strongly considers my goals and values 835
'¢ organization would ignore any complaint from me kes decisions that affect me 847
¢ Organization disregards my best interests when 1t ma Iflb o 779
w from the orgaW 733
STecived Supervisor Support lower salary he/she would do so .757
MY supervisor could hire someone to replace me at 8 oew 858
Y Supervisor fails to appreciate any extra effort fronT m oog
Y supervisor strongly considers my goals and values s
Y supervisor would i gnore any complaint from me blem .802
€p is available from my supervisor when 1 have a pro ¢ bili 780
Y Supervisor really cares about my well being I me perform my job to the best of my ability 50
¥ Supervisor is willing to extend itself in order to help T;dgne they would replace me 791
Mmy supervisor found a more efficient way 10 get my )Oan 13
WWW
Percery take only a small decrease in m 539
v ed Value Congruence .606
;n'"gr‘he world a better place 575
Omsi l(; service to society 834
ormips g to humanity 789
‘Ollinng relationships with co-workers ol 659
Dey 8 10 know your fellow workers quite W .799
ela

! Ping close ties with co-workers
a ary ]L‘Ve]
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.761

Total compensation

The amount of pay o
Bcjng centain of keeping my job 07
chng sure | will always have a job 7
Being certain my job will last o
Dcf_'mitc lines of authonty e
Dmng something different every day e
anng many different things on the job s
Doing my work in my own way '5‘“
Imrinsic Motivation

Bc!ng certain of keeping my job 73
Bc{ng sure [ will always have a job o
Being certain my job will last o
Dcﬁnilc lines of authority £
Doing something different every day —5/2{;

Daing many different things on the job

Creative Self Efficacy

I can always munagc-lu solve difficult problems creatively if 1 ry hard cnough 593
If someone opposes me, | can find the creative means and ways to get what I want. 658
Itis casy for me 0 stick o my aims and creatively accomplish my goals. 689
Lam confident that | could deal cfficiently and creatively with unexpected events. P
Thanks 1o my creative resourcefubness, I know how to handle ur!iorcsccn siuations. S17
Lean solve most problems creatively if | invest the necessary effort. ) I ggg

1 can remain calm when facing diﬂicullmlw]wt“'c abilitics. b=
Employce Engagement 633
Atmy job. I feel strong and vigorous 601
I am enthusiastic about my job '635
My job inspires me '57"
W_ht‘n I get up in the moming. 1 feel like going to work '53;
I ecl happy when 1 am working intensely :(,77
Fam proud of the work that 1 do .587
i_:‘?nmllmmcn\‘cd in my work - - - T
ployee Creativi i
Am""!: my tr:;rll:;;:u and co-workers. 1 will be the firstor ncarly the first to try out a new idea or method 2?;
Pusually find new uses for existing methods or existing equipment id 765
Fdevelop adequate plans and schedules for the implfzmc'nlallon of new ideas 684
I'suggest new and better ways to achieve goal or objectives ducts that are useful to the organization 737
| use existing information or matenials to develop ideas, methods, or pro ucts 204
Quite frequently, the ideas 1 develop are implemented by the org]anlzztl;’:l 667
LOn the whole, the ideas | generate are relevant for organizationZ 222 =

Cronbach's alpha was cal culated to check the reliability of the reduced scales. Cronbach’s alpha
ociated with scores that can be derived from a scale.

IS an estimate of the internal consistency ass

minimum of 0.788, which is within the acceptable value

The results from our study reported 2

for reliability (Nunnally, 1978)-
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5.5.2
. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

\\"(\ C
OlldllLIL ] ‘( maton I a ‘[()l‘ ¢ l / ] l > PV » o ] > 3\ > o ol
| 1” ]1(‘( ; ‘( < . ¢ C ])
g /\ Y - 1 C ( § 1 1cators
C 4 D18 C LIC[ nine \’h - lh Ih(. S i i I'€ I'¢ Se[n
( 1 S1S [« -

~asurement models, CFA was conducted on

the co
nstructs. used in thi
cts used in this study. In the proposed me

account of the model fit statistics for the

eight cons
& ons S . 3
tructs used in the study. A detailed

able 5.14). The chi square value over its degree of

measu
sureme :
ement model is given below (se¢ |

freed >
om l()l- " - . s 5
most of the constructs is within the acceptable range (except POS: 0.770). The

RMSE
. '_A \'al Y
ues for all the asur ithi
¢ measuremel ydels are also W e acce > limi
: ment models are also within the acceptable limit. Moreover,

ain the measurement models.

the
other meas
measures also suggest a good fit to the dat

_ Table 5. l4 Modd l lt In(hu.s iox Indlvldual Constructs
Variable Names l\leasﬁnr;;»—”wwm_':
S ~ cmmpr_CFL_GPL AGFI_RMSEA_
7551 0974 0933 0005 0.049

Task Characteristics
0.999 0.996 0.989  0.000

Perceived Organization Support 0.770

Perceived Supervisor Support 1.700 0.995 0.988 0.964  0.051

Perceived Value Congruence 1.502 0.973 0.955 0929 0.043

Intrinsic Motivation 1.508 0.993 0.983 0.963  0.043

Creative Self Efficacy o8 0985 097 0.951  0.048
1.633 0.988 0977 0951 0.048

E ﬁ
mployee Engagement

E
mployee Creativity

S
S e I

also calculated the

1cts, W€

Val‘
idj

'ty and Reliability
h of the constrt

rnal consistency of the scale

Co

nDOs
ite Reliability scores as it take |
10). All values for composite

l
hs y
Wit i
h the constructs (Hair, Black, Babim
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€S

for furth
er analysi / :
ysis. Average variance extracted (AVE) was calculated to test convergent validit
iy

con\’e[‘g . g
ent validity w , i iabili
ty when even the composite reliability scores can be used as a measure fo
r

C()n\rer 3 valid:
gent validity. The value for AVE for each construct is above 0.50 (except for PVC: 0 480)

which is conci .
s considered suitable (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The PVC scale consists of items

reépresenting di
n - : .
g different within scale dimensions. These results are provided in Table 5.15

nvergent & Discriminant Validity

Table 5.15. Composite Reliability, €0
IM CSE EE EC

Composite AVE ~ TC pos PSS PVC
Reliability

T

C 0861 0609 0.781

PO
S 0.893 0626 0.187 0.791

PSS
0.887 0.611 -0.142 0.118 0.782
0.037 0.693

PV

IMC 0821 0480 0.016 -0.151

oS 0719 0563 0.543 0.232 0.027 0.019 0.750
0.686 0.522 0.513 0.114 0.011 0.721 0.723

[ S——

0.001

E
E 0769 0534 0514 0238 -0070 0047 0.639 0489 0.731
0.]02 -0.048 0.658 0.685 0657 0734

EC
— 0.891 0.538 0.561 0.088

Co
m
mon Method Bias
Co
mm . : :
on method bias is problem that often occurs 1n social science research when using 2
r to examine relationships among

COm
mo ;
n method to measure two O mOre constructs, in 0rde

ected for, could have detrimental effects on

them_ ;
» 1n
the same study. CMB, if not treated or €orT

tes of construct validity or reliability or parameter

alysis of data. Such as, biased estima
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff,

Cstim
at
€s of the relationship between two constructs

s before handing over the questionnaires to the

2012
)- We checked for procedural remedie
ed our measurement model with the

fespo .
ndents. After doing a complete CFA analysis, W€ treat
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O 1C¢ lly

Sl(ln”'
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.ooIncee W i1 1 Sl [ < 9 C < C C C c
C h(ld B l_.l]lllLdll vV 1NCC A (.,1 d e

fac
l()r\v :
vhile -
testing f
sting for the structural m fel
. < odce

M
eas
Urement Model
Th
e -
assumnti
ption of li
lincari
arity and ivari .
Nory ) d multivanate normal ‘er
nally i ¢ nality Wwere evaluated. Since ;
5 diste _ Since the data 18
stributed. we ‘
3 _we chose n 3 . .
(MIN,«Dr hose maximuin llkchhood method in our study (Kline 2011). Tl
(ol o e . The
square over
ran er degreces of freedom) value is 1 <~ which is withi
ge. Ty alue is 1.92= which 18 within the acc
 Tiie 2] acceptable
(comparative fit i
parative fit index) 1s 0.891. GFI (goodness of fit index) is 0.773. AGFI
is 0.885 and RMSEA (root

s index)

(ad;
Juste(
g()()(il]‘.
ess of fit i
Mea ss of fit index) is 0.751 TLI ('l’uckcr-[.cwi
Squar
arc Cn-()r -
of approximati : s . oo g
Moge| " PPIO.\Imdtmn) is 0.44. [he fit measures indicate that the hypothesized
Sagood fit to the d
1¢ data.
55
T tru
al Equation Modelling
ch.

'
Cr
elat'
l10onshj
ups pr
roposed 1 ' i
proposed in the stmcluml model ar¢ pased on theorics from previous resear

alionships

|
al rel

1§
O Secl.
10n .
Varigy) we will specify the structur
€s) wi
with
en = ivi
ployee engagement and employee creativity

e rel
ivity. The

e
Pro
this bt
model to empirically test th
€ engagemem
ationships i.e.

ang
pErSO
n
Once related antecedents with employ®
model, represented in figure 51s prOposes that the hypothesized rel
H4b, H5a H5b, H62 and HOD are statistically significant-

H]
q H
2 a, [2b, I—{-;a, H3 ’ i 4
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Task
Characteristics

Employee
Engagement

Perceived
Organizational
Support

Perceived
Supervisory
Support

Intrinsic
Motivation

Employee

Perceived Value
Creativity

Congruence

Creative Self-
Efficacy

e 5.1. H_vpothcsized Model |

Figure

ximum likelihood method. Chi square

For the i
the purpose of data analysis, the study has used ma

v >

alue for the model was calculated to determine the model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998). In our study,
v

Ve have reported the Absolute fir indices, such as chi square test, goodness of fit (GFI), adjusted
proximation (RMSEA). The

jean square error of ap

£00
dness of fit (AGFI), and root 1
t. The incremental fit measures as

ulated for model fi

co 5
Mparative fit index (CFI) was also calc
e hypothesized model 18 moderately good fit to the

Wwel o
| as the absolute measures indicate that th

data,

dices for Structural Model

Table 5.16. Model Fit In
o Model Fit

“CMIN/DF  CFI GFl AGFl RMSEA
0750  0.044

1.526 0.891 0.773
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able range of less than 3 which is 1.526

\'aluc ;
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ative to degrees of freedom) is Wi
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= 1d ) < < I(] LV, 1 th RM 3 A 1 l 111

) 1 O 1€ C C 1S W ]

&

dCeepte g Ja .
ptable limit of less than 0.05. which is 0.044.

\!
lTode] testing

The
C()]]Ccp[
ual 1 B o e
model proposcs that TC. POS, PSS, M. PVC and CSE are positively significant
‘o . b an
mployee
C: € a0 - ’ 1v1
engagement and employee creativity. The model also proposes that employee
é e

Cnga
gement | ;
s positively associated with employee creativity.

at only task characteristics, among the work related job factors

T
he results of the study indicate th
that ipe

included task characteristics, perceived organization support and perceived supervisor
suy .

Pport, is positively related to employee engagement (3=0.186, p<0.00) and employee
Creativ:

ativity (3=0.268, p<0.00). Therefore, hypotheses Hla and H1b are not rejected. Whereas, the
relat \

ationship of perceived organization support with employe€ engagemen (p=0.043, p=0382)
p=0.274) and that of perceived supervisor support with

and e

mployee creativity (=0-047
tmplo

yee engagement (p=0.018, p=0.690) and employe€ creativity (p=—0.008, p=0.863) are all
hypotheses H2a, H2b, H3a and H3b are all rejected (s€€

Statisti
1 S B
cally insignificant. Therefore,

Table 5.17)
s that all three, work related personal factors have @ positive

statistically

Ho
Wev

er, the analysis suggest
relaty
ionshi . . .
nship with employee engagement and employee creativity which are
insic motivation is positively related 1O

Signify
jcant. From the results, W€ can say that intr
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employee engaseme .
vee engagement ([3=0.329.p<0.00) and employee creativity (B=0.164, p<0.00). The

relationshi
iR
p between perceived value congruence and employee engagement (B=0.170, p<0.00)

and employee ¢ L :
ployee creativity (3=0.229, pr 0.00) is positive. And. creative self-efficacy is positively

linked (o o
cd to employce engagement (p=0.176. p<0.00) and employee creativit) (B=0.674 p<0.00).

Therefe..
crefore, hypotheses Hda. H4b, 15a. H3b, Hoa and Hob are not rejected.

sting from Conceptual Model 1

?\Mcsulls ol'}lnmlhcscs Te
Ypothesize ; e :
Pothesized Relationships Standardized P Remark
T Regression Weights value
N R I T e
ey lask characteristics is positively linked to p=0.186 0.002 Not
{ IE'(){CC engagement Rejected
: Task characteristics is positively linked to $=0.268 0.000 Not
RL‘_iL‘ClL‘d

er
0.382 Rejected

H2,:
: p=0.043

signify Perceived  organization support 1S
¢ .1
I antly related to employce engagement

support is p=0.047

0.274 Rejected

<0D:

)" ». ). . .
Signifi Perceived  organization
shific : s
H3g- antly related to employee creativity
- Perceived  supervisor support 18 p=0.018

0.690 Rejected

0.863 Rejected

Signj
HE l,ﬁcamly related to employee engagement
Signifi Perceived supervisor support 18 [3:—0.008
cantly related to employee creativit
4 ly related to emp oyee creativity " -
enga&elmrlnsm motivation leads 10 employee p=0.329 0.00 Rcicited
‘Cment >
' insi 2 0.002 Not
creauvl:llrmslc motivation leads 10 employee p=0.164 Rcic(clcd
1ty 4
Sa: Perce; — _ 0005  Not
re atedper‘:elved value congruence 15 POSltl"ely B’O'”O Rejected
Hsp. PlO employee engagement - iyl 0,000 i
Ielateq erceived value congruence 1s POS“Wel)’ p=0.2= Rejected
” Clo employee creativity ' 50 176 0.002 Not
empio reative self-efficacy is positively linked to =0. Rejected
. (}"ee engagement . _0.674 0.000 Not
empi reative self-efficacy 18 positively linked to p=0. Rejected
Oyee Creativity 0,368 0.000 Not
p=0- Rejected

: Employee engagement is positively linked to

em ]
E0yee creativity
t task characteristics, intrinsic motivation, percelved

Th
€ .
above discussed results suggest tha
yee engagement and

efficacy

are positively related t0 emplo

Val
Ue .
congruence and creative self-
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results
Sarere
cprese N 2 5
presented using the path diagram in ficure 5.2

Task
Characteristics [Ne
. T oowme
Employee

' = v; Engagement

Intrinsic
Motivation S~
Perceived Value |_— ~
Congruence T
Creative Self- /{//,,/—
Efficacy

jagram rcprcsemin

Employee
Creativity

g structural scores

Figure 5.2. path d

3.6 D
+ Datg s
a Analysis I11: Moderation Analysis

at we check the data for model fit.

it 18 jmportant th

Bef
ore ¢
on Nt g 5
ducting the moderation analysis,
ween employee creativity and creative

As

We can see from Table 5.18 the interaction bet
DersOna]ily sscsits for s gniﬁcantly more yariance than just employe€ creativity and creative
Dersonality by themselves ( AR’= 9%, p=0,o43). This suggests that there 18 potentially significant
nship between employee creativity and

Inod
Crati : : i
on of creative personality on the relatio

em
Ployee engagement.
1 SPSS to test the

We conducted a hierarchical multiple regression analysis using PROCESS it
h}’pothesiZed relationship between employee creativity and employee engagemem moderated by
Creative personality. In the first step. We included employee creativity and creative personality in
the Model 1, where the variables accounted for a signiﬁcant yariance in explaining engaged
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beha\'ior 1 = 5 9 = )
n cmplm'ccs' 2 43 7 4 r
yees R 5. E ¢
( 0.435, I (2, 2 1) 104. 28, p<00]) The results a

lblL D. l 8
[n ”I(' ne 2
L‘l S ) 2 ol e » >1aC s = ol > > ol e
¢ A l(’l W 1 variabole ¢ A ¢ C a a C [ \Vi
L} ll( dll(.(. I ¢ i 1 y reau €
cimn ) - Iree [ivity 8 lld i

personalj )
¢ Mll[\‘l e
y to the regressi
ressio gl 1 oK '
¢ n model n block 2 which accounted for a signifi
of th

Vlelle]CC ]Q 1 > > P =Y ( d e — ) ’ ) AF‘ ) 7 "—_ 4 73 “ I
‘Zldll]g cnp \ 10a¢ —- - 1
l 1 l l( " nge ’Cl i | I{’ ( .( I ] O - I
() ) CINc |l B N . N p< 5). j lle ill[e 'ICIiOI
e 3

Cffc‘c[ o1
1 the relat; o s
1¢ relationship is indicated by p=0.253.1 (270)=2.18, p<0 05

Table 5.18. Model Summary: Moderation Analysis
R Adjusted R° AR®  AF p

0435 104.28 0.000

475 0.030

Model 1 | 0.435 0.431

Model 2 | 0.447 0.437 0.012

€ CS ‘ler]\r )d ~ 21 e ()“e([ on a gldpl

e moderating effect is higher for people

n in figure 5.3., th

On
adapt
0 ~ o .
ptors and innovators. As show
With j
11nnovatj
vative ¢ e i
e cognitive styles as compared to those following adaptive cognitive styles

Moderating effect of creative

personality

0.8
0.6
0.4
—— adaptor

0.2
——innovator

-0.2
-0.4
-0.6
-0.8

mm<OroDEm

)

z2m2Zmoa>»o0 2
m

gMPLOYEE CREATIVITY

representation of moderating effect

Figure 5.3. Graphical

92



