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Abstract
This study aims to comprehend the moderation effect of growth need strength in the relationship between job characteristics (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) and employees’ affective commitment in the Indonesian Directorate General of Customs and Excise (DGCE), an agency under Ministry of Finance of Indonesia. 

The findings indicate that growth need strength moderates the relationship of aggregated job characteristics, skill variety, task significance, and feedback with affective commitment. Autonomy is not significantly moderated by growth need strength. Instead, autonomy has direct positive effect on affective commitment. The remaining variable, task identity, does not have significant effect on affective commitment, either direct effect or indirect effect through its interaction with growth need strength. Management implications of the findings, limitations, and suggestions for future research are discussed in the end of the study.
Keywords: 
Job characteristics, growth need strength, affective commitment, moderation, public sector.
Thesis’ classification according to the categories defined by the Journal of Economics Literature (JEL Classification Systems): Labor Management (M54); Dissertations (Y40). 
Resumo

Este estudo visa compreender o efeito de moderação do crescimento necessidade força  na relação entre as características de trabalho (variedade de skills, identidade da tarefa, importância das tarefas, autonomia e feedback) e o empenho afetivo dos trabalhadores na Direcção-Geral das Alfândegas e Impostos Indonésia (DGCE), uma agência subordinada ao Ministério das Finanças da Indonésia.
Os resultados indicam que o crescimento necessidade força modera a relação das características agregadas do emprego, variedade de skills, identidade da tarefa, importância das tarefas, autonomia e feedback com o empenho afetivo. A autonomia não é significativamente moderada pelo crescimento necessidade força. Em vez disso, a autonomia tem efeitos diretos positivos sobre o empenho afetivo. A variável remanescente, identidade da tarefa, não tem efeito significativo sobre o empenho afetivo, ou efeito direto ou indireto através da sua interação com crescimento necessidade força. Implicações na gestão das conclusões, limitações e sugestões para futuras pesquisas são discutidas no final do estudo.
Palavras-chave:
Características do trabalho, crescimento necessidade força, empenho afetivo, moderação, o setor público.
Classificação da tese de acordo com as categorias definidas pelo Journal of Economics Literature (JEL Classification Systems): Labor Management (M54); Dissertations (Y40).

Abstrak

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk memahami efek moderasi dari growth neeed strength dalam hubungan antara karakteristik pekerjaan (variasi keahlian, identitas pekerjaan, signifikansi pekerjaan, otonomi, dan umpan balik) dengan komitmen afektif dari pegawai Direktorat Jenderal Bea dan Cukai (DJBC), sebuah institusi yang berada di bawah Kementerian Keuangan Republik Indonesia.
Hasil analisis menunjukkan bahwa growth need strength memoderasi hubungan antara karakteristik pekerjaan secara agregat, variasi keahlian, signifikansi pekerjaan, serta umpan balik dengan komitment afektif. Otonomi tidak dimoderasi growth need strength, tetapi justru mempunyai pengaruh langsung terhadap komitmen afektif. Selanjutnya, identitas pekerjaan tidak mempunyai pengaruh terhadap komitmen afektif, baik lansung ataupun tidak langsung melalui interaksi dengan growth need strength. Implikasi manajemen dari hasil analisis, keterbatasan, dan saran untuk penelitian selanjutnya dibahas pada bagian akhir dari penelitian ini.
Kata kunci: 
Karakteristik pekerjaan, growth need strength, komitment afektif, moderasi, sector publik.

Klasifikasi tesis berdasarkan kategori yang ditetapkan dalam Journal of Economics Literature (JEL Classification Systems): Labor Management (M54); Dissertations (Y40).
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1. Introduction
1.1.
Background

Directorate General of Customs and Excise (DGCE) is an Agency (first echelon) under Ministry of Finance of Indonesia. DGCE has four essential tasks (Indonesian Law No.10, 1995) which are:

1) protects the community from the import of dangerous goods;
2) protects particular domestic industries from unfair competition with similar foreign industries;

3) carries out law enforcement related with restriction and prohibition regulation;

4) collects import duty and taxes for state revenue.

All of those duties are becoming more critical due to the rapid development of international trade, such as the establishment of ASEAN
 Economic Community (AEC) in December 2015. In general, AEC promotes a highly integrated economy with free flow of goods, services, and capital, which are implemented gradually until 2025 (ASEAN, 2015). To deal with this challenge, effective and efficient systems/procedures together with professional human resources play an important role. Commitment of all employees is also important since committed employees tend to be proud and have strong bonds with the goals or values of the organization that might encourage them to demonstrate their best performance and productivity (Mowday et al. in Steinhaus & Perry, 1996; Lee, 2010).
Among three types of commitment (affective, continuance, and normative) that were introduced by Allen & Meyer (1991), affective commitment is considered to have the strongest relationship with desirable organizational outcomes. The reason of that is affectively committed employees are seen as having a sense of belonging that increases their involvement in organization and also their willingness as well as efforts to pursue the goals of the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1991; Mowday et al. in Rhoades et al., 2001). Therefore, any organizations, including public institutions, should foster this commitment among their employees.
To increase employees’ affective commitment, management should first understand what factors that influence the level of affective commitment of its employees. Allen & Meyer (1991) suggested that there are three important antecedents of affective commitment, which are personal characteristics, job characteristics & work experience, and organizational culture. In terms of job characteristics, its effectiveness in influencing affective commitment of an employee might be different from one to another. For instance, Zargar et al. (2014) suggested that the effects of job characteristics depend on “growth need strength” of each individual. 
Unfortunately, study regarding job characteristics and their effects on affective commitment is rarely conducted in Indonesia, especially in public sector such as DGCE. In practical side, reviewing job characteristics is also infrequently implemented in DGCE. When performance is categorized as poor, the focus of investigation of that poor performance would be the employees, not the job itself. Similar to job characteristics, assessing affective commitment of the employees is rarely conducted in this institution. Moreover, employees are rotated mainly based on their hard skills, educational background, or experience. Emphasis on employees’ personality in job rotation is not a common practice in the organization.
In this study, therefore, we want to examine the relationship between job characteristics and affective commitment of the employees in DGCE. The impacts of job characteristics on affective commitment might depend on the personal value of each employee such as growth need strength (Zargar et al., 2014). Thus, the present study aims to answer the following questions: to what extend individuals’ difference in growth needs influences the relationship between job characteristics and employees’ affective commitment in DGCE? Furthermore, how can DGCE improve its performance by understanding the interactions between them?
1.2.
Structure
Following this chapter, we will first review the existing literatures regarding job characteristics, affective commitment, and the relationship between them to develop theoretical framework of the present study. In the third chapter, we will explain the methodology used in this research. In more details, we will describe sampling, procedure, and analysis strategy used in this study. Finally, we will present the results of our research, discuss their management implications, report limitations of the study and provide suggestions for future research.
2. Literature Review

In this chapter, previous studies regarding job characteristics theory and organizational commitment are discussed. In addition, some researches examining the relationship between them are presented to develop a theoretical framework of this study.
2.1. 
Job Characteristics Theory
Hackman & Oldham (1976) defined job characteristics as a set of environmental variables that are considered to be important causes of employees’ affection and behavior. These variables include activities required in carrying out the work, completion of identifiable piece of work, substantial impacts of the job, independence in doing the job, and also information about the performance. There have been many studies discussing job characteristics and its importance in workplace (Johari et al., 2011).
Based on the literature, there are several influential measurement approaches of job characteristics, including job diagnostic survey by Hackman & Oldham (1974), job scope instrument by Stone (1974), and job characteristics inventory by Sims et al. (1976). A brief comparison of these three measurement approaches is presented in table 2.1.

Table 2.1. Comparison between Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS), Job Scope Instrument (JSI), and Job Characteristics Inventory (JCI)

	Criteria
	JDS

(Hackman & Oldham, 1974)
	JSI

(Stone, 1974)
	JCI

(Sims et al., 1976)

	Similarity
	· Measure some core characteristics of a job that influence work-related attitudes (satisfaction, commitment, internal motivation, performance)

· Base on employees’ subjective perceptions towards their job

	Difference
	Component: skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, feedback
	Component: variety, task identity, autonomy, feedback, interaction
	Component: variety, task identity, autonomy, feedback, dealing with others, friendship opportunities

	
	Feedback is only from the job itself 
	Feedback is from the job itself and from others (supervisor and colleagues)
	Feedback is from the job itself and from others (supervisor and colleagues)

	
	Interaction (dealing with others) might influence employees’ reactions to their jobs, but it is not included in core characteristics of a job
	Interaction is included in core characteristics of a job
	Interaction (dealing with others) is included in core characteristics of a job


Source: Hackman & Oldham (1974); Stone (1974; 1976); Sims et al. (1976); Aldag et al. (1981); Johari et al. (2011); Ozturk et al. (2014).
In the present study, job diagnostic survey by Hackman & Oldham (1974) will be used to measure job characteristics in DGCE for, at least, three argumentations. First, job diagnostic survey by Hackman & Oldham is the only one that includes the measure of task significance that has been reported to substantially influence work outcomes (Grant, 2008). Measuring task significance in this study is also important since DGCE as a government institution has to deal with public interest. For example, DGCE is the agency in Indonesia that has the authority to regulate both export and import, which are crucial for economic activities. The institution has also an important role in national development through its function as revenue collector.

Second, there is a difference in defining feedback as one dimension of job characteristics. Unlike Stone (1974) and Sims et al. (1976) who defined feedback as both evaluation from others (e.g. supervisors or customers) and feedback from the job itself, Hackman & Oldham (1974) delineated it as the information that employees gather from the job itself about their effectiveness or performance. Regarding this difference, Johari et al. (2011) suggested that the latter mentioned is more closely related to the concept of job characteristics.
Last, in the recent decades, Hackman & Oldham’s job characteristics model (1974) remained a theoretical focal point in the field of job characteristics theory with considerable empirical scrutiny. For example, De Varo et al. (2007) examined the empirical relevance of Hackman & Oldham job characteristics model using the sample size of 2,191 workplaces with at least ten workers in each workplace. The results generally supported the use of the model in modern organizational environment (De Varo et al., 2007). A study by Vorster et al. (2005) also suggested that job diagnostic survey in Hackman & Oldham model could be applied to different population groups with highly dissimilar backgrounds.

The present study therefore focuses on Hackman & Oldham model (figure 2.1) in measuring job characteristics. As described in the figure, Hackman & Oldham proposed five “core” characteristics of a job: skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback. Those five characteristics then would create three critical psychological states (meaningfulness of the work, responsibility for work outcomes, and knowledge of results), which further affect personal and work outcomes. Hackman & Oldham (1974) suggested that job characteristics are not expected to have equal impacts for all individuals. For this reason, they introduced “growth need strength” as a moderator in the relationships specified by the model. Growth need strength can be defined as the need of an individual in accomplishing things in the work context (Zargar et al., 2014). Employees who possess high growth need strength are considered to have high standards of excellence, and desire to complete challenging tasks in order to maintain or even surpass those standards. Here, skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback raise job challenge and provide activity achievement incentive for those employees with high growth needs (Zargar et al., 2014).
Figure 2.1. Job Characteristics Model by Hackman & Oldham (1974)
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Source: Hackman, J. Richard and Greg R. Oldham. 1974. The job diagnostic survey: An instrument for the diagnosis of jobs and the evaluation of job redesign projects. New Haven: Yale University.
2.2. 
Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment is a psychological state that characterizes the employee’s relationship with the organization, and has implications for the decision to continue or discontinue membership in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1991). Three components model of organizational commitment were introduced by Allen & Meyer (1991), consisting of affective commitment, continuous commitment, and normative commitment. Affective commitment relates to the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization. In the simple terms, employees are working and continue working in an organization because they want to do so. Continuance commitment is about the awareness of the costs if an employee decides to leave the organization. Not because want to do so, employees that base their relationship with the organization on continuance commitment decide to stay in the organization because the need to do so. The last component, normative commitment describes a feeling of obligation to continue employment. Employees that hold this commitment feel that they ought to stay in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1991).
In response to the attention on cultural differences, Fischer & Mansell (2009) conducted meta-analysis, examining the effects of individualism-collectivism and power distance across 48 countries. Utilizing the three component model of Allen & Meyer (1991), their study found relatively small yet consistent culture-level effects. In countries with more individualistic settings, affective commitment is higher compared to collectivist countries. Next, continuance commitment is stronger as power distance increases, which mainly due to social pressures and costs related with leaving an organization. Last, normative commitment also increases for countries with high collectivism and high power distance (Fischer & Mansell, 2009).
Although all the three types of commitments are important to retain employees in the organization, and therefore reduce turnover, Meyer et al. (2012) suggested that affective commitment has the strongest correlation with performance and citizenship behavior compared to normative and continuance commitment (Meyer et al., 2012). For that reason, the present study would focus only on affective commitment as the outcome of job characteristics.
2.3. 
Relationship between Job Characteristics and Affective Commitment
In the recent decades, there have been some studies trying to analyze direct relationship between job characteristics and affective commitment (e.g.: Lambert & Paoline, 2008; Ozturk et al., 2014). Lambert & Paoline (2008) conducted a study assessing the influence of demographic, organizational and job characteristics on employees’ organizational commitment. Their study came into conclusion that organizational and job characteristics are more important than demographic characteristics in helping shape affective commitment (Lambert & Paoline, 2008).
Similar to Lambert & Paoline (2008), a study by Ozturk et al. (2014) also found direct relationship between job characteristics and workers’ affective commitment. Utilizing Stone’s job scope components consisting of variety, autonomy, task identity, feedback, and interaction, the result indicated that from those five components, autonomy, feedback, and interaction have positive relationship with workers’ affective commitment (Ozturk et al., 2014). The study reported that the remaining job characteristics, variety and task identity, do not have significant impact on affective commitment. Otzurk et al. (2014) suggested that these results might be due to the fact that most of the respondents were frontline employees whose jobs are considered to be simple and repetitive.
In addition to some studies examining direct relationship between job characteristics and affective commitment, there are some researches which tried to capture employees’ individual differences in the relationship between job characteristics and affective commitment. For example, Zargar et al. (2014) suggested that the relationship between job characteristics and commitment is significantly positive when growth needs are either high or low, although the relationship is much stronger for individuals with high growth need strength. To further understand the moderation effect of growth need strength, they plotted the regression line for affective commitment on job characteristics at 1 standard deviation below and above the mean of growth need strength, representing low and high level of it, respectively (Zargar et al., 2014), as figure 2.2 illustrates.
Figure 2.2. Interaction between Job Characteristics and Growth Need Strength
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Source: Zargar et al. 2014. Job scope, affective commitment, and turnover: The moderating role of growth need strength. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87: 292.

All studies mentioned above are focusing only on Western countries. Ross (2004) contended that there is a gap in the area of cross-cultural research in organizational behavior study and that consensus of many models of the study has a Western ethnocentric bias. For that reason, and considering the present study takes place in Indonesia, a review of some previous studies regarding job characteristics and their relationship with commitment conducted in Southeast Asia would create more robust and unbiased framework for this study.
In Malaysia, using job characteristics as one common factor formed by five components (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) as introduced by Hackman & Oldham (1974), Lee (2010)  suggested that job characteristics positively influence affective commitment. In addition, Djastuti in Indonesia (2010) contended that job characteristics have a significant positive effect on organizational commitment such that this commitment can be increased by changing the five dimensions of job characteristics as suggested by Hackman & Oldham (1974). The study reported that employees whose job characteristics are high (high skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) would have high affective commitment (Djastuti, 2010).
A study in public sector was conducted by Lin et al. (2015) which examined the relationships of job characteristics, leadership styles, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment of public servants in Ministry of Transport in Vietnam. The study reported that out of five job characteristics, only skill variety and autonomy were found to positively influence organizational commitment of civil servants in that agency (Lin et al., 2015).
To sum up, most of the previous studies mentioned above contended that there is significant positive relationship between job characteristics and affective commitment, though for the studies that used higher order constructs of job characteristics, the results are slightly different from one to another (Ozturk et al., 2014; Lin et al., 2015). In this present study, to analyze the impacts of job characteristics on affective commitment of the employees of DGCE in Indonesia, we try to respond the call from Zargar et al. (2014) regarding the use of five components subsuming job characteristics. In addition, we also analyze job characteristics as an aggregate which is formed from those five components. Here, aggregated job characteristics collectively represent to what extent a job is enriched with skill variety, identity, significance, autonomy, and feedback (Zargar et al., 2014). Simple additive index is used to calculate the aggregate variable of job characteristics as suggested by Evans & Ondrack (1991).

At the same time, similar to Zargar et al. (2014), growth need strength is included as the moderator variable. Individuals with high growth needs tend to consider challenging jobs to have some kind of achievement incentives. Therefore, they would believe that they owe a lot to their organization for being exposed to high-scope jobs that in return should experience higher level of affective commitment (Zargar et al., 2014). Finally, all the preceding discussions lead to the following model and hypotheses:
Figure 2.3. Research Model


[image: image4]
	Hypothesis 1
	:
	Growth need strength moderates the relationship between job characteristics as an aggregate and affective commitment such that this relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength.

	Hypothesis 2
	:
	Growth need strength moderates the relationship between skill variety and affective commitment such that this relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength.

	Hypothesis 3
	:
	Growth need strength moderates the relationship between task identity and affective commitment such that this relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength.

	Hypothesis 4
	:
	Growth need strength moderates the relationship between task significance and affective commitment such that this relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength.

	Hypothesis 5
	:
	Growth need strength moderates the relationship between autonomy and affective commitment such that this relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength.

	Hypothesis 6
	:
	Growth need strength moderates the relationship between feedback and affective commitment such that this relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength.


3. Research Method
3.1. 
Sampling and Procedure
In this study, the population is all employees of Directorate General of Customs and Excise. Currently, this institution has approximately 13,000 employees that are working at 147 offices. The samples were chosen using convenience sampling method, i.e.: from all offices, several offices were chosen. Then, questionnaires were distributed to the employees of the chosen offices.
The data collected in this research contain 345 responses, which were obtained through both online and offline questionnaires. The online questionnaires were developed using Google Docs Survey, so that they could be distributed to the respondents through the Internet (by email, social media, and other Internet-based communications). They were then distributed to employees working in the Headquarter (1,750 employees) which accounted for 126 responses. The offline questionnaires (350 copies) were distributed directly to employees in 3 local offices in Surabaya (150 copies), Solo (100 copies), and Yogyakarta (100 copies). These offline questionnaires provided 219 responses (Surabaya = 128 responses, Solo = 50 responses, Yogyakarta = 41 responses). All the responses were then put into spreadsheet, and answers from some questions with negative statement (questions section II number 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10, questions section IV number 3, 4, and 5) were reversed. After some checks, there are only 307 responses that will be used in further analysis in this research.
3.2. 
Measures

In measuring job characteristics (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) and growth need strength, we utilize job diagnostic survey that was introduced by Hackman & Oldham (1974). The questionnaire for job characteristics consists of 15 items which are put in two sections, and each job characteristic is measured by three questions (one question in section 1 and two questions in section 2). Growth need strength is gauged using 6 statements in section 3 which are also derived from Hackman & Oldham (1974) job diagnostic survey. Last, affective commitment is assessed using the questionnaire developed by Allen & Meyer (1991), and then revised by Allen, Meyer & Smith (1993). 
The questionnaire adopted in the present study uses five-point Likert scales. In the first section, respondents are asked to give a score from 1 to 5 for indicating their perception about their jobs. In the next part, they have to indicate the accuracy of several statements describing their jobs (1 = very inaccurate, 5 = very accurate). Section three is asking about to what extend respondents would like to have some preferable conditions present in their jobs (1 = would like having, but only a moderate amount (or less), 5 = would like having extremely much). The last section measures the degree of their agreement with some statements in the questionnaire (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

3.3. 
Statistical Analysis
After data collection, we first conduct confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the factor structures of the scales used in this study. In case the CFA indicates questionable model fit, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) would be run to discover factor structures of all items in the questionnaire. Next, we will test the internal consistency using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Following these preliminary tests, descriptive statistics comprising means, standard deviation, and correlations are computed. Then, one-way ANOVA analysis is performed to examine the differences between demographic variables.
Prior to regression analysis, both independent variables and moderating variable are centered to their mean before the interaction is computed to improve the interpretability of the result (Dalal & Zickar, 2012). Next, hierarchical regression analysis is conducted with the first step is regressing each job characteristic on affective commitment. Growth need strength is then entered to the regression analysis in the next step. Last, the interaction term between each job characteristic and growth need strength is entered in the third step. If the change in R-square in the last step is significant, it can be concluded that the interaction is a unique predictor of affective commitment (Aiken & West, 1991). To test whether the hypotheses stated in this study are supported or not, the interaction between each job characteristics and growth need strength is examined. If the interaction is positive and significant, then it can be concluded that the hypothesis is supported.

Finally, presenting conditional effect of each independent variable on the dependent variable at some values of the moderator will be done for interpretation purposes. Here, the values of the moderator to be presented are the mean plus/minus 1 SD (standard deviation). Because the moderator has been centered, the mean of the moderator used in the regression would be always zero. Mean minus 1 SD represents low level of growth need strength, while mean plus 1 SD indicates high level of growth need strength.

4. Results
4.1. 
Participants
The sample comprises 345 responses (289 males and 56 females). After deleting some responses with missing values and invalid answers, 307 usable responses are obtained which consist of 254 males (83%) and 53 females (17%). Based on age, the largest number of the respondents are employees aged 20-29 years old (136 employees or 44% of the sample), followed by 30-39 (30%), ≥ 50 (18%), 40-49 (7%), and < 20 (1%). Next, grouping the sample based on their position in the office, most respondents are staffs (80%), whereas managers and other group of employees are 17% and 3%, respectively. Last, according to the tenure (how long they have been working in their current position), 35% of the sample said they have been working for 1-3 years, 33% for less than 1 year, 13% for 5-10 years, 12% for those that have been working more than 10 years, and 7% for 3-5 years.
4.2. 
Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency
After data collection, we first run confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using IBM SPSS AMOS to confirm the factor structures of the scales used in this study. Before conducting the test, all items have been reordered based on the variables used in the study. Skill variety is measured by: question section I number 3 (q_I.3), q_II.1, and q_II.4, task identity: q_I.2, q_II.2, and q_II.7, task significance: q_I.4, q_II.5, and q_II.10, autonomy: q_I.1, q_II.6, and q_II.9, feedback: q_I.5, q_II.3, and q_II.8, growth need strength: q_III.1, q_III.2, q_III.3, q_III.4, and q_III.5, affective commitment: q_IV.1, q_IV.2, q_IV.3, q_IV.4, q_IV.5, and q_IV.6.

To determine the goodness of fit, we calculate the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)). Next, we use threshold levels that were suggested by Hu and Bentler (1998), complemented by Hair et al. (2010) as table 4.1 illustrates. 

Table 4.1. Model fit criteria
	Indices
	Criteria

	SRMR
	< .08

	RMSEA
	< .08

	CFI
	> .90


Source: Hu & Bentler (1998); Hair et al. (2010)

A confirmatory factor analysis on 15 items measuring five job characteristics shows questionable fit indices (SRMR = .0796; RMSEA = .075; CFI = .893). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is therefore conducted to uncover underlying structures of the data. The results shows KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy score .744, indicating that exploratory factor analysis can be applied to all the items. The exploratory factor analysis yields five factors as table 4.2 illustrates. All the questions are grouped based on their predetermined factor, which are indicated by the score in particular component is higher than the score in other components, except for item q_II.8, which should be grouped together with q_I.5 and q_II.3. Therefore, we will exclude responses gathered from this item. 

Table 4.2. Rotated Component Matrix – Job Characteristics
	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	q_I.3
	.741
	.157
	.206
	.146
	.296

	q_II.1
	.746
	.261
	.031
	.085
	.276

	q_II.4
	.803
	.077
	-.072
	.061
	-.179

	q_I.2
	.203
	.046
	.767
	.004
	.230

	q_II.2
	-.106
	-.024
	.767
	.101
	-.099

	q_II.7
	.058
	.008
	.822
	.007
	.242

	q_I.4
	.202
	.811
	-.093
	.113
	.110

	q_II.5
	-.031
	.868
	-.035
	.030
	.121

	q_II.10
	.363
	.573
	.109
	.179
	-.059

	q_I.1
	.150
	.195
	-.007
	.703
	.218

	q_II.6
	.155
	.071
	.094
	.785
	-.109

	q_II.9
	-.028
	.034
	.033
	.828
	.134

	q_I.5
	.195
	.172
	.183
	.231
	.718

	q_II.3
	-.010
	-.035
	.106
	.019
	.829

	q_II.8
	.301
	.413
	.265
	.090
	-.161

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.


After excluding item number q_II.8, confirmatory factor analysis shows more acceptable fit indices (SRMR = .0635, RMSEA = .067, CFI = .926). Next, second confirmatory factor analysis is run on items assessing growth need strength. Here, RMSEA is not calculated because the model has small degrees of freedom (df = 5) which can produce artificially large values of RMSEA (Kenny et al., 2014). The output of confirmatory factor analysis shows good fit indices of the scales (SRMR = .0312, CFI =.972).

Last confirmatory factor analysis is conducted for 6 items measuring affective commitment. The analysis indicates poor model fit with SRMR = .0831, RMSEA = .141 and CFI = .908. Responding to this result, we run exploratory analysis which yields 2 factors (table 4.3) in which items q_IV.1 and q_IV.2 are grouped in different factor with the remaining items. Therefore, those two items are excluded in the further analysis. Re-test of confirmatory factor analysis for 4 items assessing affective commitment generates considerably better fit indices (SRMR = .0117, RMSEA = .021, CFI = .999).

Table 4.3. Rotated Component Matrix – Affective Commitment
	
	Component

	
	1
	2

	q_IV.1
	.081
	.832

	q_IV.2
	.141
	.785

	q_IV.3
	.859
	.118

	q_IV.4
	.870
	.187

	q_IV.5
	.828
	.068

	q_IV.6
	.576
	.492


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
After factor analysis, we examine the internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha. Each group of questions measuring particular variable is tested to understand how closely items are related as a group. The result is presented in table 4.4 combined with descriptive statistics and correlation between variables. The output shows that most of the groups have Cronbach’s alpha score more than 0.7, indicating that they have acceptable internal consistency (George & Mallery in A.Gliem & R.Gliem, 2003). There is one set of questions measuring feedback that its reliability is examined using Spearman-Brown coefficient due to the use of only two-item scale. The result shows Spearman-Brown coefficient for this group is 0.682.

Table 4.4. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between Variables
	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1
	Gender
	1.17
	0.38
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Age
	2.96
	1.12
	.29*
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Position
	1.22
	0.48
	.00
	.27**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Tenure
	2.36
	1.36
	.05
	.29**
	.01
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Agg. Job Characteristics
	17.34
	2.24
	-.05
	.04
	.14*
	.12*
	(.77)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Skill Variety
	3.58
	0.74
	-.17**
	.06
	.09
	.05
	.68**
	(.74)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Task Identity
	3.10
	0.81
	.11
	-.01
	.06
	.07
	.56**
	.16**
	(.73)
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Task Significance
	3.92
	0.67
	-.11
	.03
	.14*
	.06
	.60**
	.43**
	.05
	(.71)
	
	
	
	

	9
	Autonomy
	3.37
	0.68
	.04
	-.01
	.08
	.08
	.60**
	.27**
	.13*
	.28**
	(.70)
	
	
	

	10
	Feedback
	3.37
	0.75
	-.02
	.05
	.07
	.11
	.63**
	.23**
	.27**
	.17**
	.23**
	(.68s)
	
	

	11
	Growth Need Strength
	3.74
	0.68
	-.16**
	-.12*
	.12*
	.03
	.46**
	.40**
	.10
	.33**
	.35**
	.27**
	(.86)
	

	12
	Affective Commitment
	4.18
	0.59
	-.06
	-.10
	.01
	-.02
	.16**
	.14*
	.09
	.11
	.11
	.04
	.26**
	(.83)


For gender, 1 = male, 2 = female.

For age, 1 = < 20 years, 2 = 20-29 years, 3 = 30-39 years, 4 = 40-49 years, 5 = ≥ 50 years.

For position, 1 = staff, 2 = manager, 3 = other.

For tenure, 1 = 0-1 year, 2 = > 1-3 years, 3 = >3-5 years, 4 = >5-10 years, 5 = >10 years.

Reliability coefficients are presented in the parentheses.

Reliability coefficients are estimated using Cronbach’s alpha (α), except for feedback (measured by 2-item scale) which is estimated using Spearman-Brown coefficient.

*p<.05; **p<.01.
4.3. 
Correlation Analysis between Variables
Following preliminary analysis, we examine the correlation among variables used in the study which is presented in table 4.4. As can be seen from table 4.4, affective commitment does not have significant correlation with all variables, except with aggregated job characteristics (r = .16, p < .01), skill variety (r = .14, p < .05), and growth need strength (r = .26, p < .01). This result gives an indication of moderation effect in the model since there is unexpectedly weak or inconsistent relationship between dependent variable and the predictors (Holmbeck, Lindley & Walker in Kim et al., 2001). There is no significant correlation between all demographic variables (gender, age, position, and tenure) and affective commitment. Hence, all the demographic variables will not be used as control variable in the analysis. 

4.4. 
Mean Comparison between Demographic Variables
In this section, independent samples t-test and one-way ANOVA are used to examine whether or not there are significant differences between all demographic factors in perceiving the main variables used in the study. Assumptions underlying independent samples t-test and one-way ANOVA have been examined prior to the tests. We use independent samples t-test to analyze the difference between male and female, and one-way ANOVA for the other demographic factors. All the outputs of independent samples t-test and one-way ANOVA are put in the Appendix 2. First, regarding gender, significant differences are found between male and female in terms of skill variety and growth need strength (p < .01). Male employees perceive their jobs require more skills and talents than female employees do (the means of skill variety for male and female are 3.62 and 3.31, respectively). Male (mean = 3.80) also has considerably higher growth needs compared to female (mean = 3.50). Male and female have no difference in the remaining variables (job characteristics as an aggregate, task identity, task significance, autonomy, feedback, and affective commitment).

Second, comparing the sample based on the age, it is found that there is no difference for all groups regarding their belief about variables being examined in this study. Next, the sample is grouped into 3 categories based on their position in the office: staff, manager, and others. Here, others mean “functional officers” in DGCE, such as auditor, whose carrier path is different from the majority of employees. From all variables, aggregated job characteristics, task significance and growth need strength are the only variables that are perceived differently by all groups (p < .05). Functional officers (others) perceive their jobs as having high level of job characteristics (mean = 18.91) compared to other group of employees. In term of task significance, managers perceive their jobs to be more important for others compared to other groups (mean = 4.13). Whereas for growth needs, functional employees (others) are the ones who possess highest growth needs (mean = 4.27) compared to staffs and managers.

Last, the samples are differentiated based on the tenure (how long they have been working in current position). Here, aggregated job characteristics and job autonomy are the only variables that are perceived differently between employees with different tenure (p < .05). Employees that have been working for 5 – 10 years reported high level of job characteristics (mean = 18.12) compared to others. For autonomy, employees that have been working for 1 – 3 years reported higher degree of autonomy compared to other groups (mean = 3.54).
4.5. 
Hypothesis Testing
In this part, all the independent variables will be analyzed separately in a hierarchical regression analysis by entering one by one independent variable, moderator, and the interaction. The moderation effect exists if the interaction of the independent variable and the moderator is significant (Baron & Kenny in Bedeian & Mossholder, 1994). Moreover, it should be noted that the coefficient of the independent variables and moderating variable do not represent direct effect on dependent variable, since when interaction is included, the effect become conditional (Afshartous and Preston, 2011).
Aggregated Job Characteristics

First hierarchical linear regression is conducted to test the moderation effect of growth need strength in the relationship between job characteristics as an aggregate and affective commitment. The output of the regression is presented in table 4.5.

Table 4.5. Hierarchical Linear Regression (Aggregated Job Characteristics)

	Affective Commitment

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Independent variable
	
	
	

	
	Job Characteristics
	.04**
	.01
	.002

	Moderator
	
	
	

	
	Growth need strength
	
	.21**
	.20**

	Interaction
	
	
	

	
	Job Characteristics * GNS
	
	
	.08**

	
	
	
	
	

	R-square
	.024**
	.069**
	.114*

	Adjusted R-square
	.021
	.063
	.105

	F-value
	7.577
	11.230
	12.933

	Change in R-square
	
	.045
	.045

	Note: N = 307
	
	

	+p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
	
	


Job characteristics as an aggregate have direct positive effect on affective commitment (p ≤ .05). When the interaction is added into the model, R-square changes by .045 (p ≤ .05). The interaction between job characteristics and growth need strength is also found significant, indicating that the moderation effect is present in the model (b = .08, p < .01). Hypothesis 1 is therefore supported: growth need strength moderates the relationship between job characteristics as an aggregate and affective commitment such that this relationship becomes positively stronger for employees with high growth need strength.

The effects of aggregated job characteristics on affective commitment for employees with low and high growth need strength are presented in figure 4.1. The figure shows that aggregated job characteristics have both negative and positive effects on affective commitment, depending on the value of growth need strength. Job characteristics have negative relationship with affective commitment if the employees have low growth needs. In contrary, the effect of job characteristics on affective commitment shifts into positive when the employees have high growth needs.
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Skill variety
Performing hierarchical regression with skill variety as the independent variable, growth need strength as the moderator, and affective commitment as the dependent variable generates the output as can be seen in table 4.6.
Table 4.6. Hierarchical Linear Regression (Skill Variety)

	Affective Commitment

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Independent variable
	
	
	

	
	Skill variety
	.11*
	.03
	.03

	Moderator
	
	
	

	
	Growth need strength
	
	.21**
	.19**

	Interaction
	
	
	

	
	Skill variety * GNS
	
	
	.33**

	
	
	
	
	

	R-square
	.019**
	.069**
	.163**

	Adjusted R-square
	.016
	.063
	.155

	F-value
	5.970
	11.202
	19.644

	Change in R-square
	
	.049
	.094

	Note: N = 307
	
	

	+p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
	
	


Table 4.6 shows that change in R-square in the last step is significant (p ≤ .01), indicating that the interaction between skill variety and growth need strength is a unique predictor of affective commitment. Moreover, the interaction is significant (b = .33, p < .01), which means moderating effect exists in the model. Therefore, it can be concluded that the second hypothesis is supported: growth need strength moderates the relationship between skill variety and affective commitment, and it will cause the relationship is positively stronger for employees with higher growth need strength. Similar to aggregated job characteristics, skill variety has both positive and negative effects on affective commitment depending the growth need strengths of the employees, as figure 4.2 illustrates.
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Task Identity
Hierarchical regression examining the moderation effect of growth need strength in the relationship between task identity and affective commitment generates the following result:

Table 4.7. Hierarchical Linear Regression (Task Identity)

	Affective Commitment

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Independent variable
	
	
	

	
	Task Identity
	.06
	.05
	.05

	Moderator
	
	
	

	
	Growth need strength
	
	.22**
	.22**

	Interaction
	
	
	

	
	Task Identity * GNS
	
	
	.002

	
	
	
	
	

	R-square
	.008
	.071**
	.071

	Adjusted R-square
	.005
	.065
	.062

	F-value
	2.388
	11.655
	7.745

	Change in R-square
	
	.063
	.000

	Note: N = 307
	
	

	+p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
	
	


As can be seen in table 4.7, the interaction does not increase the variance explained by the model (change in R-square is not significant). The interaction between task identity and growth need strength is also insignificant, which indicates that growth need strength does not moderate the relationship between task identity and growth need strength. Hence, it can be concluded that hypothesis 3 is rejected. Task identity does not have significant influence on affective commitment, either direct effect (model 1) or when it is moderated by growth need strength (model 3).
Task Significance
Next, the fourth hierarchical linear regression is conducted to test the moderation effect of growth need strength in the relationship between task significance and affective commitment of the employees. The result of the regression is presented in table 4.8.
Table 4.8. Hierarchical Linear Regression (Task Significance)

	Affective Commitment

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Independent variable
	
	
	

	
	Task Significance
	.09+
	.02
	.01

	Moderator
	
	
	

	
	Growth need strength
	
	.22**
	.21**

	Interaction
	
	
	

	
	Task Significance * GNS
	
	
	.20**

	
	
	
	
	

	R-square
	.011
	.068**
	.092**

	Adjusted R-square
	.008
	.062
	.083

	F-value
	3.482
	11.032
	10.240

	Change in R-square
	
	.056
	.024

	Note: N = 307
	
	

	+p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
	
	


Table 4.8 shows that when the interaction is added, the change in R-square is significant, indicating that the interaction is a unique predictor of affective commitment. Furthermore, the interaction between task significance and growth need strength is significant (b = .20, p < .01), showing that there is moderation effect in the model. Hence, hypothesis 4 is supported: growth need strength moderates the relationship between task significance and affective commitment such that the relationship is positively stronger for employees with high growth needs. The effects of task significance on affective commitment for employees with both low and high growth need strength are presented in figure 4.3.
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Autonomy

Hierarchical linear regression to test the moderation effect of growth need strength in the relationship between autonomy and affective commitment is presented in table 4.9.
Table 4.9. Hierarchical Linear Regression (Autonomy)

	Affective Commitment

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Independent variable
	
	
	

	
	Autonomy
	.10+
	.02
	.01

	Moderator
	
	
	

	
	Growth need strength
	
	.22**
	.22**

	Interaction
	
	
	

	
	Autonomy * GNS
	
	
	.11

	
	
	
	
	

	R-square
	.012
	.068**
	.077

	Adjusted R-square
	.009
	.062
	.068

	F-value
	3.772
	11.027
	8.396

	Change in R-square
	
	.055
	.009

	Note: N = 307
	
	

	+p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
	
	


Neither the change in R-square nor the interaction between growth need strength and autonomy in the model 3 is significant. Thus, hypothesis 5 proposing that the relationship between autonomy and affective commitment would be positively stronger when growth need strength increases is rejected. As can be seen in table 4.9, instead of moderated by growth need strength, autonomy has direct positive effect on affective commitment (b = .1, p ≤ .1).
Feedback

The last hierarchical linear regression is conducted to test the moderation of growth need strength in the relationship between feedback and affective commitment. Table 4.10 illustrates the result of the regression.
Table 4.10. Hierarchical Linear Regression (Feedback)

	Affective Commitment

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Independent variable
	
	
	

	
	Feedback
	.03
	-.03
	-.04

	Moderator
	
	
	

	
	Growth need strength
	
	.23**
	.22**

	Interaction
	
	
	

	
	Feedback * GNS
	
	
	.13*

	
	
	
	
	

	R-square
	.001
	.068**
	.080*

	Adjusted R-square
	-.002
	.062
	.071

	F-value
	.416
	11.157
	8.835

	Change in R-square
	
	.067
	.012

	Note: N = 307
	
	

	+p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
	
	


When the interaction added into the model, R-square changes by .012 (p ≤ .05), and the interaction is also significant (b = .13, p ≤ .05). Hence, we can conclude that the last hypothesis is supported: growth need strength moderates the relationship between feedback and affective commitment such that the relationship becomes positively stronger for employees with high growth needs. The effects of feedback on affective commitment is illustrated in figure 4.4.
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5. Discussion and Conclusion
5.1. 
Discussion
Based on hierarchical regression analysis, four out of six interactions between the moderator of growth need strength with each of the five job characteristics plus one aggregated job characteristics are significant (p< .05). For the relationship of aggregated job characteristics with affective commitment, employees with higher level of growth need strength express higher affective commitment as their rating of aggregated job characteristics increases than do employees with lower level of growth need strength. The higher the level of growth need strength, the stronger positive effect an increase in aggregated job characteristics has on affective commitment. This result is consistent with previous study conducted in Indonesia by Djastuti (2010), where job characteristics have positive effect on organizational commitment. However, the present study offers more comprehensive perspective since it recognizes individuals’ difference in term of their growth need strength. For employees with high growth needs, high level of job characteristics might be perceived as a courtesy from the organization that enables them to fulfil their needs for personal growth (Zargar et al., 2014). However, for employees with low growth needs, aggregated job characteristics have negative effects on affective commitment. It may be that for those employees, high job characteristics are perceived as a burden that DGCE put on them which in turn reduce their commitment towards the organization.
The results for skill variety are quite similar to those for aggregated job characteristics. For employees with high growth needs, skill variety has positive effect on their affective commitment. The higher the growth needs, the more positive the relationship between skill variety and affective commitment. In an environment where they are involved in a wide variety of activities, those employees are likely to feel the sense of accomplishment that is resulted from achieving proficiency in some new skills which eventually foster their commitment (Hunter, 2006). Considering this relationship, DGCE should properly fulfil the needs for those employees to acquire new skills in their jobs by, for example, giving enough time to master those skills.
Besides positive effect, skill variety might also produce negative impact on affective commitment if the employees have low growth needs. In this case, rather than perceive as an opportunity, employees in DGCE with low growth needs might see a job that requires wide variety of activities and skills as an obligation and burden that the organization give to them. Moreover, they might feel that the jobs with high skill variety are beyond their capability which result in a decreased commitment.
For the relationship between task significance and affective commitment, employees with higher growth needs hold higher affective commitment as task significance increases. This result may due to the sense of accomplishment possessed by employees with high growth needs when they realize their jobs are meaningful for others (inside or outside DGCE). They may also perceive the jobs that are important for others as stimulating and challenging which give them many opportunities to learn and develop (Hunter, 2006). 
However, the findings show that any increase in task significance might also diminish employees’ affective commitment if they have low growth needs. The explanation for this result might be for some employees, jobs that are significant for others are too much for them which create discomfort and anxiety. Unlike employees with high growth needs, the sense of accomplishment of employees with low growth needs might be weak when they are given such important jobs. It should be noted that based on one-way ANOVA, managers reported higher task significance compared to other groups. It can be because as happens in most organizations, managers have more authorities than staffs have so that their jobs are more likely to have significant impacts on other people. Hence, the level of growth needs of the managers is crucial since it yields greater effects on the affective commitment.
The results also show moderation effect of growth need strength in the relationship between feedback and affective commitment. Again, feedback has both positive and negative effects on employees’ affective commitment depending on the level of growth need strength. The findings might be due to the fact that feedback can be perceived as positive or negative, which depends on the individual characteristic (Culbertson et al., 2013). Employees with high growth needs might prefer jobs that provide clear information about their performance (have high feedback) since they can estimate their accomplishment of their personal goals or standards. For employees with low growth needs, feedback might be perceived negatively which result in decreasing their affective commitment as feedback increases. For them, the more imminent the result of their jobs are known, the less attracted those employees to the jobs which in turn might reduce their commitment (Culbertson et al., 2013).
Next, regression analysis shows that autonomy has direct positive effect on affective commitment without being moderated by growth need strength (p < .1). As autonomy perceived by employees increases, affective commitment would also increase. This direct effect of autonomy on affective commitment is in accordance with some previous studies (Parker et al., 2001; Kirkwood, 2006; Galletta et al., 2011; Brunetto et al., 2011; Gohar et al., 2015). With a highly independent job, employees might perceive that the results of their works are mostly depending on their efforts so that they feel personally responsible for the success or failure of the works (Galleta et al., 2011). They might also feel that they are trusted by the organization which eventually increase their affective commitment. However, it is interesting to discuss that based on one-way ANOVA, the group of employees who reported highest degree of autonomy is employees that have been working for 1 – 3 years. It can be that the majority of the employees with longer tenures (more than 3 years) are staffs with administrative tasks and lower level of autonomy.
Last, unlike other variables in this study, task identity is the only job characteristic that does not affect affective commitment, either direct or indirect effect. This result is contradictory with some previous researches, such as studies conducted by Allen & Meyer (1990), Dunham et al. (1994), or Djastuti (2010). However, there are also few studies that conform this result, such as studies by Kwon and Banks (2004), Ozturk et al. (2014), and Lin et al. (2015), which suggested that task identity was not found to have significant relationship with organizational commitment. It could be that the employees, regardless their growth needs level, do not respond as favorably to higher level of task identity in their jobs, though based on the observation it also seems that employees in DGCE do not bother with to what extend they can identify the big picture of their jobs.
5.2. 
Conclusion
Four out of five job characteristics (skill variety, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) are found to have significant relationship with employees’ affective commitment, either direct effect or indirect effect through interaction with growth need strength. By understanding these relationships, DGCE can accurately develop some strategies to increase its employees’ affective commitment. For example, any decision regarding job rotation should consider skill variety, task significance, job feedback, and also the level of growth needs of the employees. It is because “the right man in the right place” here is crucial to improve the affective commitment of the employees that in turn would increase their performance.

A job that requires high or complicated skills, or that is important for other people, would be more suitable for employees with high growth needs, since it would fulfil their expectations and can be interpreted as a support and recognition from the organization that in turn would enhance their commitment towards the organization. Of course, to get optimum benefit, the organization first should be able to identify those employees with strong growth needs. Therefore, an objective and more comprehensive assessment of growth need strength might be needed in order to implement this practice.

Improving the level of autonomy of the employees in doing their jobs would also increase their affective commitment. Enhancing the autonomy could enable the employees to develop new skills and experience more responsibility for any problems at work (Tims and Bakker, 2010). Therefore, job redesign might be one strategy can be chosen in order to empower the employees and increase their independence in doing the jobs.

In longer terms, increasing employees’ growth need strength especially for those whose growth needs are still relatively low, would be also beneficial for the organization. The organization can provide developmental training or coaching that might increase their interest and curiosity in learning new things, and help them to set higher standards for their achievements. By doing so, the negative effects of any jobs with high level of skill variety, significance, or feedback would be minimized, or even can be shifted into positive that benefit the organization.
6. Limitations and Future Directions
As it happens in most studies, some limitations should be admitted in this research. The first limitation is related to the sampling method used in this study which is non-probabilistic sampling (in this study, respondents are chosen from several offices). Non-probabilistic sampling being used in this study might decrease the representativeness of the samples.
Another limitation should be considered is about the use of self-report measures with common method (i.e.: multiple-item scales) without the integration of objective measures, could raise doubts about the validity of the obtained data (Goffin & Gellatly, 2001). Finally, another limitation is the lack of longitudinal design. Commitment is a dynamic process by nature that needs longitudinal-type study to examine its evolution across time (Galleta et al., 2011). 
For future research in this topic, it is suggested to analyze antecedents affecting the level of growth need strength of the employees. By recognizing factors that affect growth need strength, it would be easier for any organization to improve the level of growth need strength of its employees, which in turn might improve their affective commitment and performance as well. It is also suggested that future research should consider the use of longitudinal study to investigate long-term effects of the relationship between job characteristics, growth need strength, and affective commitment.
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Appendix 1. Job Diagnostic Survey
This questionnaire was developed to determine how jobs can be better designed, by obtaining information about how people react to different kinds of jobs.
On the following pages you will find several different kinds of questions about your job. Specific instructions are given at the start of each section. Please read them carefully. It should take no more than 15 minutes to complete the entire questionnaire. Please move through it quickly.
The questions are designed to obtain your perceptions of your job and your reactions to it.
Both your personal information and your answers will be kept completely confidential.  Please answer each item as honestly and frankly as possible.
General Information
1. What is your gender?

	
	Male
	
	Female

	
	
	
	


2. What is your job position?
	
	Staff
	
	Manager 


	
	Others
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


3. What is your age?

	
	< 20

years
	
	20-29

years
	
	30-39

years
	
	40-49

years
	
	≥ 50

years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


4. How long have you been in your present position?
	
	0 - 1

year
	
	>1 – 3

years
	
	>3 – 5

years
	
	>5 – 10

years
	
	>10

years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Questionnaires
Section One

This part of the questionnaire asks you to describe your job, as objectively as you can. Please do not use this part of the questionnaire to show how much you like or dislike your job. Instead, try to make your descriptions as accurate and as objective as you possibly can.

Please write your response by giving a score (1 to 5) for each question/statement.
1. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?


Score:………
2. To what extent does your job involve doing a "whole' and identifiable piece of work? That is, is the job a complete piece of work that has an obvious beginning and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall piece of work, which is finished by other people or by automatic machines

Score: ……….

3. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what extent does the job require you to do many different things at work, using a variety of your skills and talents?

Score: ……….

4. In general, how significant or important is your job? That is, are the results of your work likely to significantly affect the lives or well-being of other people?


Score: ………..
5. To what extent does doing the job itself provide you with information about your work performance? That is, does the actual work itself provide clues about how well you are doing, aside from any "feedback' co-workers or supervisors may provide?



Score: ………

Section Two
Listed below are a number of statements which could be used to describe a job. You are to indicate whether each statement is an accurate or an inaccurate description of your job. Please try to be as objective as you can in deciding how accurately each statement describes your job, regardless of whether you like or dislike your job.

Write a number in the blank beside each statement, based on the following scale:

How accurate is the statement in describing your job?
	1

Very Inaccurate
	2

Slightly Inaccurate
	3

Uncertain
	4

Slightly Accurate
	5

Very Accurate


	______
	1.
	The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.

	______
	2.
	The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece of work from beginning to end.

	______
	3.
	Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me to figure out how well I am doing.

	______
	4.
	The job is quite simple and repetitive.

	______
	5.
	The job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well the work gets done.

	______
	6.
	The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in carrying out the work.

	______
	7.
	The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin.

	______
	8.
	The job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am performing well.

	______
	9.
	The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do the work.

	______
	10.
	The job itself is not very significant or important in the broader scheme of things.


Section Three
Listed below are a number of characteristics which could be present on any job. People differ about how much they would like to have each one present in their own jobs. We are interested in learning how much you personally would like to have each one present in your job.
Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which you would like to have each characteristic present in your job.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Would like having

this only a moderate

amount (or less)
	Would like having this very much
	
	Would like having this extremely much


	______
	1.
	Stimulating and challenging work.

	______
	2.
	Chances to exercise independent thought and action in my job.

	______
	3.
	Opportunities to learn new things from my work.

	______
	4.
	Opportunities to be creative and imaginative in my work.

	______
	5.
	Opportunities for personal growth and development in my job.

	______
	6.
	A sense of worthwhile accomplishment in my work.


Section Four
Listed below is a series of statements that represent feelings that individuals might have about the company or organization for which they work.

With respect to your own feelings about the particular organization for which you are now working, please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement using the scale below.
	1

Strongly Disagree
	2

Slightly Disagree
	3

Neutral
	4

Slightly Agree
	5

Strongly Agree


	______
	1.
	I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.

	______
	2.
	I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.

	______
	3.
	I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization.

	______
	4.
	I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization.

	______
	5.
	I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization.

	______
	6.
	This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.


This is the end of the survey.
Should you have any questions regarding the survey,

please feel free to contact me at na2ngsuko@gmail.com.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Appendix 2. Descriptive Statistics
	Independent samples t-test – Mean comparison by gender

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	JC
	Equal variances assumed
	.096
	.757
	.786
	305
	.432
	.26567
	.33802
	-.39947
	.93081

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.773
	74.113
	.442
	.26567
	.34351
	-.41876
	.95011

	SV
	Equal variances assumed
	.001
	.977
	2.934
	305
	.004
	.32437
	.11055
	.10683
	.54191

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2.921
	74.952
	.005
	.32437
	.11105
	.10314
	.54560

	TI
	Equal variances assumed
	.643
	.423
	-1.867
	305
	.063
	-.22763
	.12189
	-.46748
	.01223

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.920
	77.480
	.059
	-.22763
	.11855
	-.46367
	.00841

	TS
	Equal variances assumed
	.163
	.686
	1.952
	305
	.052
	.19804
	.10146
	-.00162
	.39770

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2.085
	80.843
	.040
	.19804
	.09499
	.00904
	.38704

	A
	Equal variances assumed
	1.298
	.256
	-.679
	305
	.497
	-.06941
	.10216
	-.27044
	.13163

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.751
	84.350
	.454
	-.06941
	.09236
	-.25305
	.11424


	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	F
	Equal variances assumed
	1.040
	.309
	.354
	305
	.723
	.04030
	.11372
	-.18349
	.26408

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.365
	77.585
	.716
	.04030
	.11047
	-.17964
	.26024

	GNS
	Equal variances assumed
	.420
	.518
	2.900
	305
	.004
	.29339
	.10118
	.09429
	.49249

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2.862
	74.325
	.005
	.29339
	.10252
	.08913
	.49765

	AC
	Equal variances assumed
	.164
	.685
	1.007
	305
	.315
	.08934
	.08874
	-.08527
	.26396

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1.004
	75.111
	.318
	.08934
	.08895
	-.08785
	.26654



JC= aggregated job characteristics


SV = skill variety


TI = task identity


TS = task significance


A = autonomy


F = feedback


AC = affective commitment

Appendix 2.2
	Results of one-way ANOVA - Mean comparison by position

	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	JC
	Between Groups
	33.847
	2
	16.923
	3.436
	.033

	
	Within Groups
	1497.337
	304
	4.925
	
	 

	
	Total
	1531.183
	306
	
	 
	 

	SV
	Between Groups
	2.131
	2
	1.065
	1.952
	.144

	
	Within Groups
	165.931
	304
	.546
	 
	 

	
	Total
	168.062
	306
	 
	 
	 

	TI
	Between Groups
	1.154
	2
	.577
	.878
	.417

	
	Within Groups
	199.826
	304
	.657
	 
	 

	
	Total
	200.981
	306
	 
	 
	 

	TS
	Between Groups
	3.267
	2
	1.634
	3.648
	.027

	
	Within Groups
	136.142
	304
	.448
	 
	 

	
	Total
	139.409
	306
	 
	 
	 

	A
	Between Groups
	2.522
	2
	1.261
	2.792
	.063

	
	Within Groups
	137.282
	304
	.452
	 
	 

	
	Total
	139.804
	306
	 
	 
	 

	F
	Between Groups
	1.227
	2
	.614
	1.086
	.339

	
	Within Groups
	171.818
	304
	.565
	 
	 

	
	Total
	173.046
	306
	 
	 
	 

	GNS
	Between Groups
	2.744
	2
	1.372
	3.023
	.050

	
	Within Groups
	137.955
	304
	.454
	 
	 

	
	Total
	140.699
	306
	 
	 
	 

	AC
	Between Groups
	.170
	2
	.085
	.245
	.783

	
	Within Groups
	105.490
	304
	.347
	 
	 

	
	Total
	105.660
	306
	 
	 
	 


Appendix 2.3
	Results of one-way ANOVA - Mean comparison by tenure

	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	JC
	Between Groups
	55.198
	4
	13.799
	2.824
	.025

	
	Within Groups
	1475.986
	302
	4.887
	
	 

	
	Total
	1531.183
	306
	
	 
	 

	SV
	Between Groups
	4.370
	4
	1.093
	2.016
	.092

	
	Within Groups
	163.692
	302
	.542
	 
	 

	
	Total
	168.062
	306
	 
	 
	 

	TI
	Between Groups
	2.011
	4
	.503
	.763
	.550

	
	Within Groups
	198.969
	302
	.659
	 
	 

	
	Total
	200.981
	306
	 
	 
	 

	TS
	Between Groups
	2.424
	4
	.606
	1.336
	.256

	
	Within Groups
	136.985
	302
	.454
	 
	 

	
	Total
	139.409
	306
	 
	 
	 

	A
	Between Groups
	6.937
	4
	1.734
	3.942
	.004

	
	Within Groups
	132.867
	302
	.440
	 
	 

	
	Total
	139.804
	306
	 
	 
	 

	F
	Between Groups
	3.602
	4
	.900
	1.605
	.173

	
	Within Groups
	169.444
	302
	.561
	 
	 

	
	Total
	173.046
	306
	 
	 
	 

	GNS
	Between Groups
	3.972
	4
	.993
	2.193
	.070

	
	Within Groups
	136.727
	302
	.453
	 
	 

	
	Total
	140.699
	306
	 
	 
	 

	AC
	Between Groups
	.427
	4
	.107
	.306
	.874

	
	Within Groups
	105.233
	302
	.348
	 
	 

	
	Total
	105.660
	306
	 
	 
	 












































































































































Job Characteristics and Affective Commitment: The Moderating Effect of Growth Need Strength


Nanang Suko Sadono








Aggregated Job Characteristics (JC)





Skill variety (SV)


X





Feedback (F)





Task Significance (TS)





Autonomy (A)





Task Identity (TI)





Affective


Commitment


(AC)





Growth Need Strength (GNS)





1





2





5





4





3





Very little; the job gives me almost no personal “say” about how & when the work is done





Moderate autonomy; many things are standardized and not under my control, but I can make some decisions about the work





Very much; the job gives me almost complete responsibility for deciding how & when the work is done





1





2





5





4





3





My job is only a tiny part of the overall piece of work; the results of my activities cannot be seen in the final products or services





My job is a moderate-sized “chunk” of the overall piece of work; my own contributions can be seen in the final outcome





My job involves doing the whole piece of work, from start to finish





1





2





5





4





3





Very little; the job requires me to do the same routine things over and over again





Moderate variety





Very much; the job requires me to do many different things, using a number of different skills and talents





1





2





5





4





3





Not very significant; the outcomes of my work are not likely to have important effects on other people





Moderately significant





Highly significant; the outcomes of my work can affect other people in very important ways





1





2





5





4





3





Very little; the job itself is set up so I could work forever without finding out how well I am doing





Moderately; sometimes doing the job provides “feedback” to me; sometimes it does not





Very much; the job is set up so that I get almost constant “feedback” as I work about how well I am doing








� ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) is an organization of countries in Southeast Asia set up to promote economic growth, political stability, and cultural development in the region (� HYPERLINK "http://www.asean.org" �www.asean.org�). Currently, ASEAN has ten members: Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Brunei Darussalam, Vietnam, Lao PDR, Myanmar, and Cambodia.
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